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It is conventional wisdom that money has an impact on the election
process and the formation of policy once those elected move into office. We
know that running a campaign is costly and that those costs have been rising
over time. And it follows that candidates who can raise more money will
have an advantage in a campaign and we also infer that those who provide
money to these candidates may have an advantage in the policy-making
process. But sometimes the conventional wisdom is wrong and, therefore, it
is useful to systematically study the impact of money on elections and policy
in order to confirm or disconfirm that common wisdom and to give us a
clearer sense of what kinds of changes might make the system “work better.”
But while this issue has been studied at the national level,1 there has been
much less attention paid to what happens in state level elections. Part of the
reason for that is that state elections, especially below the level of Governor,
have always been much smaller affairs where money was seen as less
crucial. One could organize and run a competitive campaign with minimal
resources. But as the cost of campaigning has grown, that may no longer be
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true, even in relatively small states with relatively inexpensive media
markets such as Iowa. And the other reason that study is much less common
at the state level is that data to study are less readily available. Since
passage of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 that began disclosure
provisions in April 1972, the Federal Election Commission has kept track of
how much money candidates have raised and the sources of those funds,
providing a rich database with which to study those issues. And since they
began putting that data into searchable database formats, it has become
relatively easy for groups or scholars interested in this issue to examine the
patterns of contributions and spending that exist.2 Not all states have such
disclosure provisions making study of the issue in a systematic way difficult
if not impossible. However, Iowa is one of those states requiring disclosure
allowing the possibility of undertaking such a study, though as we will see
shortly, the way in which Iowa collects and disseminates this information
makes such a study extremely time-consuming and difficult. The data are
disclosed, but not particularly transparent.
This study then, which was commissioned by the Iowa Citizens for
Community Improvement (CCI), is an attempt to examine the issue of
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money and politics in two phases. This report is phase one, the impact of
money on state legislative elections in 2004. The second phase, to follow,
will look at the influence that this money may have had on the 2005
legislative session. When I agreed to do this study I did so under the
condition that I was completely free to take it in whatever ways seemed
appropriate to me once I began without regard to finding any particular
kinds of conclusions and that whatever data I compiled for the study could
be shared with any scholars or groups who wanted to duplicate or investigate
these issues on their own. I have been interested in the interplay between
money and our political process for quite some time,3 and this study
provided me with an opportunity to explore these issues at a different level
of government. The discussion here represents my reading of the data and
not the views of anyone else.
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Methods
Before examining the patterns of contributions in the 2004 state
legislative campaign, it is important to describe the data being used and how
it was organized. As will be seen, the nature of that data required that
certain decisions be made precluding study of some issues and focusing
attention on others.
As noted, Iowa requires that all candidates or groups that spend or
take-in more than $750 report such activity to the Iowa Ethics and
Disclosure Board (IEDC).4 But the form in which this information is
disclosed to the public makes it very difficult to analyze the data.
Candidates and groups can either file the information electronically or send
the information to the Board in written (either typed or handwritten) form.
When the information is written it is scanned onto the Board’s website and
saved as a PDF file. But even when it is filed electronically it is stored as a
single PDF file, so that the data is not searchable or manipulable. Someone
examining the date cannot search for all contributions from a particular
group. Rather, if you want to find out how much money some group or
individual gave to a candidate you need to look, line by line, at every
4
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contribution the candidate received and add up all of the entries from that
particular group or individual.5 Thus the first stage of this project was to
create a series of Excel files allowing reasonable analysis of the data.
For each House District and the 25 Senate Districts up for election in
2004 I created a separate file. And the major party candidates for the
general election were each given a worksheet in the file. That means not all
money raised for the 2004 campaign was examined. Candidates from third
parties were not included. This was not a difficult decision to make as there
were no third party candidates who had significant support and thus money
they raised did not have an impact on the election or on the subsequent
policy environment. Similarly, candidates who contested, but lost primary
elections were not included. Only money raised by those major party
candidates who had a theoretical chance to win in November were included.
In each candidate worksheet I listed for each contribution they
received, the date of the contribution, the name of the person or group who
made the contribution, whether that contribution came from an individual, a
political action committee (PAC) or an organization affiliated with a
political party. (I counted as a “party contribution” anything from the state or
county party organizations, and anything from a group – such as the Linn
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County Republican Women – that were affiliated with a party.6) I did not list
the address of the contributor. This meant that there were certain types of
questions I could not examine such as whether contributions came from instate or out-of-state donors, or donors from inside or outside the district, or
where contributors might live. The major reason for this was time. Adding
the address to the file would have created a major time commitment just to
get the information into the files. In addition, for the four items in the file,
all contributions contained that information. But candidates were less
diligent in reporting addresses, particularly those who sent in handwritten
reports. So data with addresses would have contained a fair amount of
missing information.
Using the worksheets for each candidate, I then created two separate
“master files,” one for House elections and one for Senate elections. Each
file contained the name and district of each major party candidate and the
amount of money each candidate raised. This was computed in two separate
columns. First was the amount raised taken from the year by year summary
created by the IEDC, adding together the IEDC figures for 2003 and 2004.
The second column of contributions raised was the sum total of the
individual candidate files I created. While close, these figures did not
6
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always match. There were a number of reasons for these differences. First,
I did not include any individually listed contributions of under $5. There
were not many of these. But I determined that the few dollars this would
add up to was not worth the time of entering the figures, and nobody was
buying or gaining influence with a $3 contribution. Second, I did not count
the interest earned by the candidates’ funds as they sat in a bank account as a
contribution. The IEDC figures do count this. Similarly, anything listed as
a “reimbursement for overpayment,” which counts in the IEDC figures as a
contribution, was not counted in my figures as such. When a candidate
overpays, for example, for a television advertisement, the refunded money
should not be seen as a contribution to the campaign. I assume that not all
candidates noted this in their reports, so some of these reimbursements may
still be present in my figures, but wherever possible, I eliminated them.
Third, anything listed as contributions from sales of items such as t-shirts,
buttons or lawn signs was not listed as a contribution. These sales did raise
money for the campaign, but they are not tied to individual contributors in
the same way as a check to the campaign. Fourth, I rounded all
contributions to the nearest dollar. IEDC figures do not. And finally, errors
were probably made in transferring the data from the IEDC data to my files.
It is inconceivable that all of that data was entered without mistake. But
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none of the totals was so far off the summary totals for the IEDC as to cause
concern that something important was missing. In fact, the largest
discrepancy came for Eric Palmer, the Democratic candidate in the 75th
House District. My figures were $60,000 higher than the summary totals
provided by the IEDC. Closer investigation showed, however, that the
mistake was in the IEDC figures as their totals did not include any of the
money reported in the “ten days prior to the general election” report. Once
that total was added to the IEDC total, our totals matched exactly. A second
large difference was in Senate District 30. The IEDC figures list a total of
approximately $36,000 while we found over $51,000. This is because the
IEDC summary figures do not include the filing Ward made for the special
election in which she won that seat which was held on February 3 of 2004.7
Similarly, in Senate District 36, IEDC summary figures list Democrat Dave
Sextro with approximately $47,000 while we only found $33,000. I went
back over the filings by Sextro a second time. I am sure our total is correct.
I have no idea where the IEDC got their total from. No other candidate totals
showed major differences, and so for all of the analysis that follows, I use
the total from the worksheet that I created.
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I also used the figures in the files I created for each candidate to
compute and add into the master files the amount of money raised from
Political Actions Committees, from political parties, in large contributions
(of $500 or more) and in small contributions (under $100). And the files
contained the IEDC summary totals for the amount of money spent by the
candidates. I did not, in this project, analyze spending patterns (for example,
how much was spent on television advertising or direct mail). So I did not
create the same kind of line-by-line files of how money was spent. I only
looked closely at how much money was raised. How money is spent raises
numerous issues concerning the campaign process, but this study is focused
on the use of money to “buy influence.” And if that is the focus, it is the act
of giving, not what the candidate eventually does with the money, which
matters. The summary expenditure columns were readily available,
however, so I did add them into the master files. I also used the individual
files I created to add columns for the percentage of money that came from
PACs and the percentage that came in small contributions.
Finally, a number of characteristics of the election contest were added.
These included the party of the candidate, whether the candidate was an
incumbent, a challenger or running for an open seat, whether the candidate
won or lost the race, the percentage of the vote the candidate received, and
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whether the race turned out to be competitive, which I defined broadly as a
race where the margin of victory was 10% or less.8
The only other data used in the analysis that follows were the
summary figures for PAC expenditures created by the IEDC. These figures
are used to get a sense of which PACs were most active in the campaign.
These figures are far from perfect, as many expenditures are not campaign
contributions. But the only way to get complete figures of exactly how
much money each PAC was contributing to which campaigns and the other
ways in which they were spending their money would have been to create
individual files for each PAC involved in the election with line-by-line
entries for each expenditure. The time commitment involved in undertaking
such an analysis was prohibitive. And the overall spending figures the IEDC
provides do give a sense of how active particular PACs were in the last
election cycle. In addition, if a closer look at the activities of some particular
PAC is warranted in the second stage of this project, I can use the candidate
files I created to track how much money any PAC gave to any particular
candidate.
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One final note needs to be made about Senate elections. Senators
have a four-year election cycle. Thus, incumbent Senators may have had
money raised in 2001 and 2002 already on hand when I started tracking in
2003. (Challengers or candidates in open seat elections would not have
started committees to raise money that early except in the most unusual set
of circumstances so this is, largely, an issue involving incumbents). But
again, in the interest of time, I did not go back and do line-by-line entries for
money raised in those years. So whatever monetary advantages we see for
incumbents in the analysis that follows, we should recognize that in Senate
elections, the advantage is probably somewhat larger than these figures
show. On the flip side, I did not create files for those Senate incumbents
who were not up for election in 2004. That means I do not have files for the
contributions given to those Senators. Should the analysis in part two
indicate a need to look at who was giving money to some of these
incumbents (particularly those in leadership positions), I can go back and
take a closer look at those contributions on a more ad-hoc basis. But for the
analysis presented in this report on the role of money in elections, those
contributions were not relevant. And the amount of time needed to create
those files because it was possible that they might in some cases be
somewhat relevant for that analysis did not seem worth the effort.
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Before moving on to an analysis of the role of money in the elections
of 2004, one important point needs to be made about the disclosure that
currently occurs. It is totally inadequate. Disclosure is supposed to allow
citizens to make judgments about their representatives and whether or not
they are working in the interests of their constituents or are beholden to
those with money. But the disclosure that now occurs has no transparency.
One cannot really figure out what is going on without undertaking a major,
extremely time-consuming examination of files on a line-by-line basis. An
enterprising reporter might take the time to examine some single issue from
this perspective,9 but an occasional in-depth story on a single issue by an
enterprising journalist cannot provide citizens with the bigger picture they
need to judge their representatives. It also, by necessity, must come long
after the election is over.
Disclosure, the way it is undertaken in Iowa, allows our
representatives the illusion of public accountability. They can point to the
fact that all of these figures are available for public inspection. But that
accountability is actually an illusion. The level of accountability it provides
is not much more than we would get if all of these contributions were made
in private. The fact that somebody might go through things carefully might
9
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provide some pause before an attempt was made to “buy influence,” but the
likelihood of actually having to account for where you got your campaign
money and what, if anything, might have resulted from those contributions is
so remote that the disclosure laws are practically worthless.
The IEDC could solve this problem without any changes in procedure
if they had enough money to enter all of the data sent by the candidates into
searchable databases. This would take time, so you would not have the kind
of instantaneous disclosure offered by the FEC at the federal level, but it
would mean that within a short time anyone, a political scientist like me, a
group with an interest in good government, a curious citizen or a reporter,
could examine this information in a systematic way and help us all
understand whether or not we need to be concerned about the role of money
in our system. Defenders of the system often argue that money does not
have the kind of influence that detractors say it does. Perhaps they are
correct. But unless we can easily track where that money comes from and
the way that money is used, we have no real way of knowing one way or the
other.
The other way to solve this problem is to require all candidates to
enter the data directly into searchable form via the Internet. The major
concern with such a requirement is the burden that it places on candidates,
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particularly, ironically, those with fewer resources. (Richer candidates can
hire people to do this). But candidates have to keep track of all of this
information and report it to the IEDC already. So changing that requirement
to include a particular method of recording and reporting is only a marginal
increase in what candidates would need to do. Furthermore, it is true that
there was a time when many people did not have access to or familiarity
with the Internet and such a requirement would have been extremely
burdensome to many such candidates. But as use of the Internet has spread
throughout society, that is less of a concern. It is hard to imagine that very
many candidates would not be able to find people able to help them
undertake such reporting were it to be required (as it is for federal elections).
And this has the advantage over the IEDC converting all of the data into this
kind of form, of speeding up the process so that information might be
available to citizens before the election, and of not costing the taxpayers
much more money. The cost is largely borne by the candidates, and those
that raise and spend more money have more compliance costs. And citizens,
in the end, may get actual, not illusory, disclosure. This study, both the
examination of money in the election that follows here and a look at how
that money might have influenced the 2005 legislative session, is an attempt
to try to answer some of these questions. But no single study can answer

15

these questions fully. Better disclosure laws or practices would allow us to
examine these issues over time and over different kinds of issues, allowing
citizens a better opportunity to judge whether or not they think changes in
the system are needed.
I am not under the illusion that many citizens would undertake a
detailed analysis of the use of money in their own districts. But if this
information is readily available to reporters, the press will examine such
issues. And groups with an interest in the operation of our democratic
processes would also be able to examine contribution and spending patterns.
And our political leaders would no longer be able to hide behind disclosure
as evidence that things are fine. Only a more transparent disclosure system
can allow us to know if there is a problem.

Money in the 2004 Election Campaign:

The difference in the size of the districts makes it necessary to
separate out House from Senate elections. Clearly, the cost of an election
will vary depending upon a number of factors, and size of district is one of
them. Other factors, such as the media markets in the district and the
political make-up of the district also matter. But since we know that size of
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district will be different for House and Senate races (Senate districts will be,
approximately, twice the size of House districts), examining amounts spent
and the patterns that exist require that we look at these two groups of
elections separately. In the analysis that follows, therefore, I will begin with
a look at House elections. And this analysis will go into more detail than the
analysis of Senate elections that follows because, as we will see, the patterns
are largely the same. Thus, when we get to the Senate we will often simply
note the similarities in patterns that exist.
The first thing to note is that to run for office in Iowa is becoming an
expensive proposition. In 2004, the average candidate in Iowa House
elections raised over $40,000, with Christopher Rants topping out the list at
$383,124. (See Table One for the average spending figures. A list of
candidates by amount of money raised can be found in Appendix A.) And a
closer look at the figures indicates that how much a candidate raises depends
upon the type of situation they found themselves in, with incumbents raising
the most money (an average of $46,000), challengers the least (average of
$27,000), with those in open seat races in-between (an average of close to
$42,000).
And the winning candidate almost always raised more money than his
or her opponent. 39 House districts had only a single major party candidate
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on the ballot. In the 61 races that were contested, the winner outraised the
loser in 51 of them. Of the 10 where the loser outspent the winner, three
(House Districts 1, 24 and 48) had a difference of less than $1,000 and
another two (Districts 80 and 84), had differences of less than $5,000. Thus,
in only 5 races was a winning candidate outspent by a substantial amount of
money (Districts 7, 18, 31, 35, and 38). Furthermore, in four of those five
races (all except District 7), the winning candidate did raise large sums of
money (ranging from $62,000 to $100,000), so even if their opponent was
spending more, they were not short on funds. The only race where a
candidate who spent relatively little defeated an opponent who spent more
than he did was in District 7 where incumbent Marcella Frevert (D) won
election over challenger Karen Butler while being outspent $38,000 to
$29,000, not much more of a difference than the $5,000 I used as the cutoff
for a “substantial difference.”
If winners outraise losers is pattern number one, incumbents outraise
and beat challengers is pattern number two.10 (See Table 2). In fact, only 12
challengers even ran competitive races against incumbents. Nine of those 12
competitive challengers raised more than the average candidate, and the
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overall average for that group was over $65,000, a figure well above that for
the average candidate. Competitive challengers received this additional
money from two sources, political parties and PACs. As can be seen in
Table 2, the parties did not contribute much to the campaigns of incumbents,
even those facing competitive challengers who received an average of
slightly more than $7,000 from party sources. Competitive challengers, on
the other hand, received an average of over $23,000 from party sources.
This allowed them to close the funding gap with incumbents by an average
of $16,000 and was instrumental in making them competitive. Similarly,
PACs made a difference for competitive challengers. These groups gave to
all incumbents (except for those few who refused PAC funding, something
we shall return to shortly). Even those in non-competitive races raised an
average of over $30,000 from PACs. And in non-competitive races, PACs
essentially ignored challengers, providing an average of less than $3,000 in
contributions. But in competitive races, challengers did better, receiving an
average of over $23,000. Thus, funding from parties and help from PACs
was the most common way in which challengers could move into a situation
where they could compete with incumbents. Without that funding, they
were almost doomed to defeat by a large margin.
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Before moving on to open seat races, we should take a moment to
look at PACs and their pattern of contributions. Candidates raise a lot of
money from PACs. In fact 51% of the money raised in 2004 came from
PACs. And the average candidate raised 46% of their funds from PACs.11
That is close to half the money raised. As noted, PACs give money to all
incumbents and to challengers who seem competitive. 59% of the money
raised by incumbents came from PACs and the average incumbent raised
58% of their money from these groups. And while challengers raised an
average of only 29% of their money from PACs, for competitive challengers
that figure jumped to 38%. As we shall see, PACs also provided funds to
competitive candidates in open seat races and those candidates received 34%
of their money from PACs. These figures imply two kinds of strategies, not
mutually exclusive, that PACs followed. First, there was a strategy designed
to gain access to lawmakers. The heavy giving to incumbents whether their
race was competitive or not reflects this. On the other hand, some PACs
were following more ideological strategies. Here the goal is to support
candidates who fit your ideological goals, not access. And this is a strategy
that would put a premium on competitive challengers and open seat races
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where one has the greatest likelihood of changing the balance of power in
the legislature. Appendix B lists the PACs who spent the most money in
this election cycle. And many of the big spenders mixed these strategies.
Labor organizations, for example, tend to support Democrats, while
organizations that reflect business interests tend to support Republicans.
And these groups can combine an ideological strategy of contributing to
competitive challengers and open seat candidates of their preferred party
with contributions to incumbents of the same party, even those who are
unopposed or face no serious challenge and do not need the money for
electoral purposes. This insures some access, even if you do not win the
competitive or open seat opportunities. But there is further evidence of
access building when we find groups supporting incumbents from “the other
party,” especially those in non-competitive situations. So, for example, the
American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees
(AFSCME) a group that usually supports Democrats, gave Republican
House Speaker Christopher Rants a $250 contribution, while also giving his
Democratic challenger, Judith Peterson $700. Similarly, Citizens for the
Preservation of Racing, a group concerned with gambling, gave
contributions to the leadership of both parties in the House. Christopher
Rants received $2,500 from them, House Majority Leader Chuck Gipp
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received $2,500, and Democratic Minority Leader Pat Murphy received
$2,000.12 Similarly, the Iowa Telecommunications PAC, a group that tends
to support Republicans, gave $2,600 to Christopher Rants and $2,300 to
Chuck Gipp, but also gave $1,500 to Pat Murphy. And the Iowa Lawpac
gave $1,000 to Democratic challenger Rob Tucker in the 70th House District
while hedging their bets by also giving $100 to his opponent, Republican
incumbent Carmine Boal. These examples are not meant to be exhaustive.
Rather, they are designed to show that PACs are often interested in more
than making sure the candidates who support their views win elections. If
that was the case, these PACs would not give money – or much money – to
party leaders not engaged in competitive campaigns, nor would they
contribute to both candidates in a single race. The desire for post-electoral
access seems to be the motive most consistent with these patterns.
Other groups, on the other hand, clearly followed a more ideological
strategy focusing their money in more competitive races and primarily
supporting the candidates of one particular party. Taxpayers United, for
example, a group concerned with cutting taxes and, thus, primarily
supportive of Republicans, gave $15,000 to Republican Senator Larry
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McKibben in his competitive race with Democrat Wayne Sawtelle, while
they gave Jeff Kaufmann $13,000 in the open House District 79 race.
Sawtelle, on the other hand received $5,700 from the International
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (IBEW), a union that tended to follow an
ideological strategy of support for Democrats. Mike Owens, Kaufmann’s
Democratic opponent in the 79th House District race received $5,625 from
IBEW. While these groups also probably had some concern with access,
Taxpayers United, for example, gave $11,000 to Chuck Gipp, and IBEW
gave $570 to Pat Murphy, money neither, obviously, needed for the election
since they were running unopposed, the patterns of their giving displayed a
greater concern with actually influencing the electoral outcomes in statewide
races. Still, the overwhelming favoritism shown by PACs to incumbents,
and even to unopposed incumbents, implies that winning elections is not the
only motive for many of these contributions.
The pattern in open seat races was also clear. Money, especially from
parties and PACs, flowed into the 4 competitive House races that offered a
possibility of shifting the balance of power in the State House, while less
money was made available to those in the 3 non-competitive House races.
As seen in Table 2, the average candidate in competitive open seat races
raised over $65,000, while the average in noncompetitive races was less than
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$15,000. The difference in PAC contributions was an average of over
$22,000 in competitive districts and less than $5,000 in non-competitive
districts. The differences for parties were even larger, over $28,000 in the
competitive districts, barely over $1,000 in noncompetitive races. In open
seat races, ideological strategies prevail over access strategies and PACs and
especially the Parties focus money in those races where they have the
greatest chance of affecting the balance of power in the State House.
There is one more issue involving contributions in House races that
we need to look at briefly and that is the issue of raising money in small
contributions. Small contributions, which I have defined for this study as
contributions of $100 or less, are the type of private campaign finance that
raise the fewest concerns. These are efforts by citizens (or groups, for that
matter) to help candidates they feel deserve support. There is no question of
ulterior motives, as the amount is much too small to gain any kind of access
or special privilege. This is also the type of contribution most evenly
distributed across all kinds of candidates (as can be seen in Table 1).
Challengers and open seat candidates actually raise, on average, a slightly
higher proportion of their funds in this way. But in order to compete, in
general, candidates move away from this source. Thus, competitive
challengers raise 21% of their funds in this way compared to noncompetitive
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challengers who raise 43% in this way, while in competitive open seat races
candidates raise an average of 26% of funds in small contributions compared
with 45% in noncompetitive open seat races. In general, in order to
compete, candidates find it necessary to rely less on small contributions and
rely more on funds from sources that raise more concerns about the
influence that those with money might have on the system. The only
exception to this pattern are those candidates who refuse PAC money on
principle. If they can manage to win in this way, they exhibit a very
different profile. The clearest examples here are Democratic incumbents Ed
Fallon from the 66th House District and Pam Jochum from the 27th House
District. Both refuse any PAC money (a sharp contrast to most of their
colleagues who raised somewhere between $4,500 and $215,000 from
PACs), and not surprisingly, they raised the highest percentage of their funds
in small contributions, Jochum receiving 68% of her money in this way,
Fallon receiving 98% of his money in small contributions.13 But the patterns
of these incumbents stand out because they are so different. Unfortunately,
the system seems to operate in such a way that makes it very difficult to
compete unless you can get large contributions from either political parties
or PACs.
13

Fallon had a single contribution of $120, so it is probably fair to say he raised all of his
money in small individual contributions.
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Finally, we need to look briefly at Senate elections. I have looked
closely at the patterns in House elections because the larger number of
elections there makes the patterns they show more reliable. But a look at
tables 3 and 4 and Appendix C, which duplicate the information for House
elections we have been examining, show very similar patterns. Winners
outspend losers, incumbents have an enormous advantage (There were 13
races where incumbents were challenged, and only three lost)14, and PACs
tend to support those who can get them access. There were only three
Senate races where the loser raised more money in the last two years. First,
is the open seat race in the 32nd District where Democrat Laura Sands raised
$371,000, more than any other candidate, House or Senate. She was
defeated by Republican Brad Zaun who raised “only” $206,000. Second and
third were two races involving incumbents, the 22nd District, where
Republican incumbent Larry McKibben trailed his Democratic challenger,
Wayne Sawtelle in funds raised $219,000 to $208,000, but still managed to
win a narrow victory garnering 52% of the vote, and the 42nd District where
Republican incumbent Bryan Sievers outraised his opponent Democratic
challenger Frank Wood by a slim margin ($167,000 to $164,000) but was
narrowly defeated by less than 2% of the vote. In all three cases, the winner
14

The three incumbents who were defeated were Julie Hosch (R) in District 16, Neal
Schuerer (R) in District 38 and Bryan Sievers (R) in District 42.
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may have not raised as much money, but they still had sufficient resources
available.
We should also keep in mind, as noted above, that all of these figures
for Senate races understate the advantage that incumbents have as incumbent
Senators have four years to raise money, and I only tracked the final two
years of that activity. Any money that they had raised in 2001 and 2002 but
had not yet spent was available to them. Challengers rarely raise money in
non-election years.15 To further illustrate the actual impact that this can have,
note that according to the IEDC’s summary files, the Senate candidate who
raised the most money in the 2003-2004 election cycle was Republican floor
leader Stewart Iverson, who raised over $375,000 in spite of representing a
District, the 5th, which will not be up for election until 2006.
Still, even without accounting for the additional money that Senate
incumbents might have available, the patterns reinforce what we have seen
in House races. The average Senator raised $100,000. Because of the
enormously expensive Sands-Zaun race, one of only four open seat races,

15

Not a single Senate challenger, and only 1 House challenger reported any contributions
in 2003. And that House challenger, Mark Shearer in House District 89 raised only $569
in 2003. Among incumbents, on the other hand, only one in either the House or the
Senate, Pat Ward in Senate District 30, did not report any contributions in 2003 and that
was because she did not win her seat and become an incumbent until a special election on
February 3, 2004. All of the money she raised for that special election was raised in
2004.
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the average amount raised by open seat candidates was by far the most,
$172,000, with incumbents raising an average of $88,000 and challengers
raising $76,000. It takes more money to run in Senate Districts than in
House districts because they are larger, and thus the figures are substantially
larger than in the House in all categories though the patterns are the same.
The difference between competitive and non-competitive challengers was
enormous ($122,000 to $23,000) and only two competitive challengers,
Loren Knauss in District 50 and Doug Abolt in District 46, raised less than
$100,000,16 and only one Senate candidate in an open seat race raised less
than that amount, James Hahn in District 40, and he raised $94,000.
We also find similar patterns with PACs and party funding. PACs
provide an enormous amount of money, 42% of the total amount of money
raised came from PACs with the average candidate raising 41% in that
way.17 And as with the House, incumbents had a huge advantage. In fact,
incumbents on average raised 55%, more than half, of their money from
PACs and only one Senate incumbent, Dave Mulder in Senate District 2,
raised less than 40% of their funds from PACs.18 PACs and parties tended to
fund challengers only when they seemed to have a chance to win. Unlike
16

All three of the winning challengers raised more than $109.000.
In the twenty-five Senate Districts up for election a total of over $4.2 million was
raised, about $1.8 million from PACs.
18
He raised 19% of his funds from PACs. And he was running unopposed.
17
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the House, all open seat races received extensive party and PAC funding.
(This was because three of the four open seat races ended up being
competitive. The one that was not, ironically, was the most expensive race in
the state, the Sands-Zaun race, which everyone expected to be close. It also
was in the most expensive media market in the state, Des Moines, and these
factors led to both sides raising huge sums of money). Again, the alternative
to PAC funds are the parties and the parties are very strategic in their use of
money. Competitive challengers received an average of $62,000 from party
sources (compared with only $4,000 for noncompetitive challengers), and
open seat candidates received an average of $56,000 from party sources. As
with House races, the party tended to leave incumbents alone, contributing
an average of only $8,000.

Conclusions
Money matters. That should not surprise us. But as the costs of
campaigning grow, the importance of money continues to grow. As a rough
estimate, in order to compete in a House election, a challenger needs about
$65,000 and it is hard to run a competitive challenge in the Senate for less
than $100,000. And no challengers who raised less than those amounts
actually defeated an incumbent. In order to raise that much money, the
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patterns of contributions that we see make clear that candidates need to turn
away from small individual contributions to money from organized groups,
either PACs or the parties. In some ways, money from parties is less of a
concern, as parties tend to focus their money in very strategic ways,
attempting to gain control of as many seats in the legislature as possible.
And since both parties seem relatively well funded at this time, this does not
seem to create an advantage for one party or the other. The parties,
obviously, have an agenda, but that is not a hidden agenda that citizens
might not know about. Citizens can expect that Democrats will support
policies that the party is emphasizing and they can expect the same thing
about Republicans. It might be better to limit the amount of money in
campaigns for a variety of reasons, but when the money is coming from the
parties, we do not have to be concerned about groups having “undue
influence” or “unfair access” to the political system.
Money from PACs, on the other hand, raises concerns in this regard.
This is particularly true given the patterns of contributions that we see. PAC
money is sometimes strategic in the same way that party money is, but it
also seems to flow in patterns that cannot be explained by the on-going
election campaign. Incumbents often get money from PACs whether they
need it or not. In fact, some of the leading recipients of PAC money were
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party leaders running unopposed or with only token challengers. And some
PACs provide funds to candidates who seem to represent political views
opposed to the interest of the group, again, particularly when that candidate
is in a position of party leadership.
Thus, the patterns of funding that we see limit the competitiveness of
our electoral system by raising a high bar for those who want to challenge
those in office, and they also raise concerns that those who have money to
spend in campaigns will have undue influence in the legislative process.
The patterns of money in elections by themselves cannot provide evidence
of this. It may be that once in office, these leaders resist the attempts of
those who gave them funds to get what they want and may, instead, make
decisions based on other factors. But the patterns do indicate that there is a
need for concern. (The second part of this project will attempt to look more
closely at how much this concern is warranted). But even if the concerns
about influence are misplaced, the pattern of contributions and fundraising
that we see raises issues about the competitiveness of our electoral system
and, thus, its responsiveness to the concerns of ordinary citizens.
Candidates can rarely win simply by relying on the support of
ordinary people. It is not impossible as the striking examples of Ed Fallon
and Pam Jochum show us. But they are the exception. For most, to succeed
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means a choice between raising money, and lots of it, from those with large
sums to give or losing. The finance environment that we have makes it very
difficult to compete if you do not tap into these larger sources of funds.
Even if those who give these sums do not ask for anything else after
the election, they still end up with a systematic advantage because
candidates who they find attractive will find it easier to compete than
candidates whose agenda might be more in line with concerns of “your
average citizen” but not with the groups that are spending in campaigns. If
we want our democracy to represent the interests of ordinary citizens fairly,
we would do well to try and find some way of limiting the power of the
money of big donors to shape the electoral and subsequent policy
environment. The current system where, literally, hundreds of thousands of
dollars flows into the campaigns of those in positions of power in the
legislature from PACs even when these candidates have little or no electoral
competition, is not such an electoral environment. At a minimum, changing
the environment to make it more responsive to citizens probably means a
more transparent system of campaign finance disclosure so that citizens can
at least know who is funding various candidates and take that into account as
they make decisions. At a maximum it means changing the laws of
campaign finance to make it easier for candidates running only with, or

32

primarily with, money from ordinary citizens to have a better chance of
success. How such a scheme might work is beyond the scope of this study,
but there are experiments along these lines in other states that we might look
toward to see if they might work here as well.19 But without some kinds of
changes, it is clear that the continuing increasing costs of election campaigns
is likely to make the electoral environment less and less responsive to the
needs and concerns of the citizens of Iowa. And I, for one, do not think that
is a positive development for our state.

19

A number of states in recent years, Arizona, Maine, Massachusetts, for example, have
passed so called “clean money” initiatives. It is still early to know for sure, but initial
indications are that in Arizona and Maine this has changed the electoral environment.
The Massachusetts initiative, on the other hand, has not had much of an impact since the
State Legislature has refused to fund the citizen-passed initiative.
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House Election Summary Tables

Table One
Average House Election Spending
Avg. Total

Avg. PAC $

% PAC

Avg. Party

% Small Cont.

Total

$40,010

$20,396

46%

$4,805

33%

Incumbents

$46,505

$27,244

58%

$1,550

30%

Challengers

$27,327

$9,726

29%

$7,357

38%

Open Seat

$43,977

$14,540

30%

$16,944

34%

Figures come from the files created from the data made available by the Iowa Ethics and Disclosure Board.

Table Two
House Spending: Incumbents, Challengers and Open Seats: Competitive and Non-Competitive Races
Avg. Total

Avg. PAC $

Avg. Party $

% Small Cont.

Comp. Incumbents

$70,405

$38,154

$7,291

18%

Non-Comp. Inc.

$51,232

$31,182

$755

31%

Comp. Challengers

$65,156

$25,792

$23,096

21%

Non-Comp Chall.

$15,979

$4,907

$2,636

43%

Comp. Open Seat

$65,961

$22,245

$28,761

26%

Non-Comp Open

$14,664

$4,267

$1,188

45%

Figures come from the files created from the data made available by the Iowa Ethics and Disclosure Board
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Senate Election Summary Tables
Table Three
Average Senate Election Spending
Avg. Total

Avg. PAC $

% PAC

Avg. Party

% Small Cont.

Total

$100,016

$41,550

41%

$25,578

23%

Incumbents

$88,306

$49,071

55%

$7,948

22%

Challengers

$76,013

$17,218

20%

$35,379

32%

Open Seat

$171,622

$62,386

41%

$55,929

11%

Figures come from the files created from the data made available by the Iowa Ethics and Disclosure Board.

Table Four
Senate Spending: Incumbents, Challengers and Open Seats: Competitive and Non-Competitive Races
Avg. Total

Avg. PAC $

Avg. Party $

% Small Cont.

Comp. Incumbents

$169,024

$95,915

$23,130

15%

Non-Comp. Inc.

$47,948

$25,650

$357

25%

Comp. Challengers

$121,627

$27,732

$62,354

21%

Non-Comp Chall.

$22,797

$4,950

$3,980

45%

Comp. Open Seat

$132,510

$61,068

$44,939

9%

Non-Comp Open

$288,957

$66,340

$88,900

14%

Figures come from the files created from the data made available by the Iowa Ethics and Disclosure Board.
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Appendix A
House Candidate Individual Summaries

District
HD54
HD16
HD28
HD17
HD35
HD79
HD75
HD42
HD79
HD75
HD36
HD35
HD31
HD38
HD80
HD38
HD80
HD39
HD100
HD31
HD67
HD20
HD18
HD19
HD19
HD70
HD06
HD18
HD06
HD13
HD40
HD99
HD81
HD37
HD69
HD87
HD15
HD15
HD13
HD39

Candidate Name
Rants, Christopher
Gipp, Chuck
Murphy, Patrick
Dix, Bill
Grobstich, Roger
Kaufmann, Jeff
Carroll, Danny
Huser, Geri
Owen, Michael
Palmer, Eric J.
Dandekar, Swati
Paulsen, Kraig
Manternach, Gene
Meisterling, Mary
Brauns, Barry
Hogg, Robert
Reichert, Nathan K.
Pettengill, Dawn
Shomshor, Paul
Zirkelbach, Ray
McCarthy, Kevin
Jenkins, Willard
Milder, Stephen
Kressig, Bob
Dennis, Ervin
Boal, Carmine
May, William "Mike"
Lalk, David
Stevens, Greg
Schickel, Bill
Horbach, Lance
Struyk, Doug
Van Fossen, James K
Elgin, Jeffrey
Tomenga, Walt
Sands, Thomas
Quirk, Brian
Boge, Arnie
Cole, Bob
Hanson, Dell

R
R
D
R
D
R
R
D
D
D
D
R
R
R
R
D
D
D
D
D
D
R
D
D
R
R
R
R
D
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
D
R
D
R

incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
challenger
open
incumbent
incumbent
open
challenger
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
challenger
open
incumbent
open
challenger
incumbent
challenger
incumbent
incumbent
challenger
challenger
incumbent
incumbent
challenger
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
open
incumbent
incumbent
challenger
challenger
incumbent

Contributions
$383,124.00
$264,605.00
$262,172.00
$169,021.00
$127,140.00
$125,444.00
$123,847.00
$115,723.00
$105,647.00
$103,034.00
$101,153.00
$100,681.00
$97,506.00
$96,342.00
$91,589.00
$90,613.00
$88,381.00
$87,101.00
$86,294.00
$85,968.00
$79,385.00
$78,365.00
$75,052.00
$74,001.00
$73,095.00
$66,514.00
$64,679.00
$62,083.00
$59,161.00
$58,675.00
$57,661.00
$56,931.00
$56,718.00
$55,226.00
$54,303.00
$50,548.00
$50,330.00
$49,426.00
$49,165.00
$48,055.00

% of vote
58.35
100
65.91
96.39
48.3
54.38
51.14
62.65
45.62
48.86
54.4
51.7
45.89
42.76
47.99
57.24
52.01
54.34
60.53
54.12
65.12
57.06
45.5
50.42
49.58
60.41
53.18
54.5
46.82
53.26
66.66
56.06
55.3
56.2
52.66
60.63
58.81
41.19
46.74
45.66
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HD10
HD32
HD77
HD36
HD92
HD90
HD24
HD30
HD34
HD12
HD60
HD85
HD07
HD61
HD83
HD90
HD58
HD09
HD89
HD43
HD64
HD08
HD55
HD76
HD91
HD23
HD51
HD73
HD49
HD07
HD47
HD89
HD62
HD96
HD63
HD72
HD84
HD69
HD45
HD84
HD21
HD26
HD24
HD25
HD59
HD20
HD01
HD92
HD01

Kurtenbach, James
Lukan, Steven
Mascher, Mary
Crowley, Cory
Wise, Philip
Whitaker, John
Severson, Gale
Jacoby, David
Taylor, Todd
Upmeyer, Linda
Jacobs, Elizabeth
Lykam, Jim
Butler, Karen
Oldson, Jo
Olson, Steve
McCurren, Deb
Baudler, Clel
Eichhorn, George
Greiner, Sandra
Smith, Mark
Petersen, Janet
Mertz, Dolores
Hoffman, Clarence
De Boef, Betty
Heaton, David
Rasmussen, Dan
Roberts, Rod
Tymeson, Jodi
Miller, Helen
Frevert, Marcella
Watts, Ralph
Shearer, Mark
Hunter, Bruce
Dolecheck, Cecil
Raecker, Scott
Arnold, Richard
Pohl, Cammie
Campbell, David
Wessel-Kroeschell, B.
Van Fossen, James R
Shoultz, Donald
Bukta, Polly
Thomas, Roger
Schueller, Thomas J.
Maddox, O. Gene
Odekirk, David
Radig, Keith
Fellows, Brent
Whitead, Wes

R
R
D
R
D
D
R
D
D
R
R
D
R
D
R
R
R
R
R
D
D
D
R
R
R
R
R
R
D
D
R
D
D
R
R
R
D
D
D
R
D
D
D
D
R
D
R
R
D

incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
challenger
incumbent
incumbent
challenger
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
challenger
incumbent
incumbent
challenger
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
challenger
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
challenger
open
open
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
open
incumbent
challenger
challenger
challenger
incumbent

$47,757.00
$47,534.00
$47,267.00
$45,486.00
$44,940.00
$44,606.00
$44,555.00
$44,231.00
$44,164.00
$42,941.00
$39,878.00
$39,740.00
$37,934.00
$37,585.00
$37,219.00
$36,909.00
$36,523.00
$35,368.00
$34,810.00
$33,777.00
$32,455.00
$31,618.00
$31,325.00
$31,231.00
$31,130.00
$31,055.00
$30,935.00
$30,031.00
$29,512.00
$29,396.00
$29,205.00
$28,939.00
$28,880.00
$28,444.00
$28,225.00
$27,970.00
$27,794.00
$27,489.00
$26,659.00
$25,270.00
$24,650.00
$24,519.00
$23,727.00
$23,552.00
$23,035.00
$22,811.00
$22,729.00
$22,182.00
$22,112.00

59.47
62.06
84.74
45.6
53.9
53.71
44.83
83.32
100
69.56
100
58.42
43.3
58.95
60.92
44.26
60.57
57.71
55.96
100
62.98
100
100
64.91
100
54.56
100
63.52
100
56.7
58.26
44.04
100
61.38
65.15
56.41
44.23
47.34
56.16
55.77
60.74
100
55.17
54.73
60.66
42.94
44.32
46.1
55.68
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HD53
HD37
HD98
HD68
HD54
HD94
HD48
HD48
HD10
HD70
HD95
HD61
HD56
HD03
HD29
HD46
HD86
HD74
HD71
HD52
HD99
HD97
HD94
HD44
HD05
HD57
HD02
HD32
HD85
HD41
HD45
HD83
HD33
HD14
HD81
HD28
HD22
HD04
HD25
HD23
HD47
HD58
HD93
HD11
HD65
HD86
HD78
HD50
HD88

Huseman, Dan
Staed, Art
Jones, Gerald
Olson, Rick
Peterson, Judith
Swaim, Kurt
Braun, Charles
Olson, Donovan
Runkel, Tracy
Tucker, Rob
Reasoner, Michael
Grandanette, Joe
Wilderdyke, Paul
Soderberg, Charles
Foege, Romaine
Heddens, Lisa
Winckler, Cindy
Davitt, Mark
Van Engelenhoven, J.
Freeman, Mary Lou
Phillips, David
Anderson, Richard T.
Neill, Claude
Granzow, Polly
Chambers, Royd
Drake, Jack
Wendt, Roger
McMahon, Michael
Richards, Dot
Bell, Paul
Woodbury, Randy
King, Jim
Taylor, Richard
Kuhn, Mark
Guard, Alan
Cline, Pat
Berry, Deborah
Alons, Dwayne Arlan
Carstensen, Paul
Miller, Ron C
Sande, David
Fry, David
Gaskill, Mary
Rayhons, Henry
Ford, Wayne
Vance, Dan
Lensing, Vicki
Tjepkes, David
Cohoon, Dennis

R
D
R
D
D
D
R
D
D
D
D
R
R
R
D
D
D
D
R
R
D
R
R
R
R
R
D
D
R
D
R
D
D
D
D
R
D
R
R
D
D
D
D
R
D
R
D
R
D

incumbent
challenger
incumbent
open
challenger
incumbent
challenger
incumbent
challenger
challenger
incumbent
challenger
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
challenger
open
challenger
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
challenger
challenger
incumbent
open
challenger
incumbent
incumbent
challenger
challenger
incumbent
incumbent
open
challenger
challenger
challenger
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
challenger
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent

$22,050.00
$21,469.00
$20,780.00
$20,460.00
$20,254.00
$20,145.00
$19,561.00
$19,534.00
$18,935.00
$18,348.00
$18,315.00
$18,140.00
$17,580.00
$17,480.00
$17,275.00
$16,829.00
$16,801.00
$16,397.00
$16,350.00
$16,044.00
$15,873.00
$15,780.00
$15,640.00
$15,635.00
$15,230.00
$14,605.00
$14,550.00
$14,272.00
$14,272.00
$13,755.00
$13,622.00
$13,479.00
$13,426.00
$12,725.00
$12,527.00
$12,310.00
$11,909.00
$11,649.00
$11,283.00
$11,163.00
$10,642.00
$10,495.00
$9,857.00
$9,378.00
$8,980.00
$8,815.00
$8,311.00
$7,630.00
$7,400.00

59.78
43.8
64.39
68.33
41.65
59.61
43.58
56.42
40.53
39.59
100
41.05
56.31
100
100
86.69
63.8
100
100
100
43.94
61.95
40.39
100
69.07
100
100
37.94
41.58
84.88
38.49
39.04
100
100
44.7
34.09
100
100
45.27
45.44
41.74
39.43
100
100
100
36.2
100
100
100
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HD72
HD98
HD68
HD66
HD40
HD97
HD53
HD82
HD21
HD09
HD73
HD64
HD76
HD56
HD96
HD63
HD27
HD05
HD87
HD67
HD12

Reed, Steven
Vitamvas, Sally
Allison, Charles
Fallon, Ed
Smith, Andrew
Hart, Howard
Sokolowski, Dick
Hutter, Joe
Welper, Ron
Baker, Sidney
Fee, Rod
Goranson, Eric
Heck, Steven A.
Carritt, Michael
Adams, Steven
Scannell, Dan
Jochum, Pam
Gifford, Steven
Dockendorff, Sandy
Pritchard, Steven
Harper, Vernon

D
D
R
D
D
D
D
R
R
D
D
R
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
R
D

challenger
challenger
open
incumbent
challenger
open
challenger
incumbent
challenger
challenger
challenger
challenger
challenger
challenger
challenger
challenger
incumbent
challenger
challenger
challenger
challenger

$7,312.00
$6,524.00
$6,140.00
$6,066.00
$6,017.00
$5,325.00
$5,303.00
$5,175.00
$5,100.00
$4,868.00
$4,798.00
$4,707.00
$4,525.00
$3,582.00
$3,370.00
$2,550.00
$2,510.00
$1,670.00
$1,301.00
$1,019.00
$960.00

43.59
35.61
31.67
89.22
33.34
38.05
40.22
100
39.26
42.29
36.48
37.02
35.09
43.69
38.62
34.85
100
30.93
39.37
34.89
30.44
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Appendix B
Top 50 PACs by Expenditures, 2003-2004

Committee
SEIU Political Education and Action Iowa Fund
Iowa State Education Assn. PAC (ISEA PAC)
DLCC - IA
Iowa Realtors Political Action Committee
Associated General Contractors of Iowa PAC
Taxpayers United
Credit Union PAC
Bankers Unite In Legislative Decisions (AKA:BUILD)
Heavy Highway PAC
Justice For All Political Action Committee
Democratic Governors' Association - Iowa
Iowa Committee on Political Education - AFL/CIO
Iowa Medical Political Action Committee
Iowa Farm Bureau Federation Political Action Committee
IHA PAC
AFSCME/Iowa Council 61 P.E.O.P.L.E.
Master Builders of Iowa PAC
Wellmark, Inc. PAC (WellPAC)
MidAmerican Energy Company Executive PAC
Qwest Iowa Political Action Committee
Iowa State UAW PAC
Deere & Company PAC - Iowa
Iowa Health PAC
Iowa Committee of Automotive Retailers (ICAR)
Iowa LawPac
Iowa Industry Political Action Committee (IIPAC)
Iowa Laborers Political Action Committee
Operating Engineers Local 234 Political Fund
Meredith Corp. Employees Fund for Better Government
MidAmerican Energy Comp. Effective Gov’t Committee
DAWN'S LIST
Iowa Chiropractic Society PAC
Iowa Dental Political Action Committee
The Commonwealth PAC
Federation of Iowa Insurers
Motor Carriers PAC
ABATEPAC (A Brotherhood Aimed Towards Education)
Citizens for Preservation of Racing
AFL-CIO Com. on Political Education Treasury Account
Plumbers and Pipe Fitters Local 125 Pol. Education Fund
Iowa Optometric Assoc. Political Action Comm.(IOA-PAC)
Iowa Telecommunications Assoc. PAC
Iowa Friends of Rural Electrification
Hy-Vee, Inc. Employees' Political Action Committee
Sac and Fox Tribe of the Mississippi in Iowa
Manufactured Housing PAC
PACEG Committee (Pol. Action Comm. for Effect. Govt)
Linn Phoenix Club
Homebuilders Association PAC
Independent Insurance Agents of Iowa PAC

Overall Total
$595,742.21
$453,824.90
$453,618.00
$380,923.81
$338,905.39
$294,287.20
$272,507.49
$185,892.77
$170,007.51
$155,717.26
$150,000.00
$136,973.75
$136,797.63
$136,710.39
$136,646.95
$134,347.26
$130,414.08
$124,330.00
$109,205.04
$108,093.00
$105,950.00
$103,679.32
$101,170.23
$99,618.95
$97,672.01
$97,533.62
$97,408.06
$96,600.38
$83,025.36
$78,622.65
$78,528.80
$77,857.41
$76,513.37
$76,323.36
$76,221.99
$70,445.60
$62,401.08
$61,278.88
$60,000.00
$58,565.24
$57,115.90
$56,051.50
$53,406.01
$48,050.00
$48,000.00
$45,655.90
$43,193.89
$41,662.80
$41,307.76
$40,736.38
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Appendix C
Individual Senate Candidate Summaries
District
SD32
SD50
SD22
SD22
SD32
SD38
SD42
SD48
SD40
SD42
SD10
SD38
SD48
SD10
SD12
SD12
SD16
SD04
SD40
SD16
SD18
SD24
SD06
SD08
SD20
SD30
SD46
SD36
SD24
SD26
SD36
SD28
SD04
SD02
SD46
SD44
SD14
SD06
SD34
SD18
SD08
SD50

Candidate
Sands, Laura
Gronstal, Michael
Sawtelle, Wayne
McKibben, Larry
Zaun, Brad
Rielly, Tom
Sievers, Bryan
Angelo, Jeff
Hahn, James
Wood, Frank
Danielson, Jeff
Schuerer, Neal
Waterman, Steve
Dowie III, Frank
Longmuir, Ron
Schoenjahn, Brian
Hancock, Tom
Kibbie, John
Fiegen, Thomas
Hosch, Julie
Lundby, Mary
Behn, Jerry
Gaskill, Thurman
Zieman, Mark
Putney, John
Ward, Pat
Fraise, Eugene
McKinley, Paul
Wiesley, Russell
Kettering, Steve
Sextro, Dave
Seymour, James
Kohlhaas, Harley
Mulder, Dave W
Abolt, Doug
Courtney, Thomas
Connolly, Michael
Drury, John
Dearden, Dick
Richards, Lorna
Beard, John
Knauss, Loren

D
D
D
R
R
D
R
R
R
D
D
R
D
R
R
D
D
D
D
R
R
R
R
R
R
R
D
R
D
R
D
R
R
R
R
D
D
D
D
D
D
R

open
incumbent
challenger
incumbent
open
challenger
incumbent
incumbent
open
challenger
open
incumbent
challenger
open
open
open
challenger
incumbent
open
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
incumbent
challenger
incumbent
challenger
incumbent
challenger
incumbent
challenger
incumbent
incumbent
challenger
incumbent
challenger
challenger
challenger

Contributions
$371,678.00
$362,211.00
$219,515.00
$208,269.00
$206,235.00
$198,174.00
$167,261.00
$167,243.00
$166,619.00
$164,373.00
$157,756.00
$143,370.00
$135,942.00
$132,974.00
$122,546.00
$121,188.00
$109,534.00
$101,607.00
$93,979.00
$91,657.00
$71,792.00
$71,480.00
$63,607.00
$62,225.00
$58,913.00
$51,870.00
$43,159.00
$40,910.00
$39,007.00
$35,188.00
$32,565.00
$28,590.00
$26,098.00
$25,352.00
$21,688.00
$21,466.00
$21,170.00
$20,916.00
$17,100.00
$9,914.00
$8,280.00
$2,160.00

% of vote
41.98
54.47
48.47
51.53
58.02
51.35
49.3
54.01
53.83
50.7
53.68
48.65
45.99
46.32
47.14
52.86
50.13
60
46.17
49.87
59.86
57.38
58.49
55.46
100
61.94
52.75
60.29
42.62
100
39.71
100
40
100
47.25
100
100
41.51
100
40.14
44.54
45.53
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