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Our open-access 

database allows 

you to see who 

is contributing 

money to 

infl uence state-

level politics.

MONEY IN STATE POLITICS plays a pivotal role in shaping the public policies that impact 
your life in every possible way, from the wages you earn and taxes you pay, to the water you 
drink.

 Following the money can shed light on why your legislator voted for or against a certain 
bill, why your governor supported tax breaks for certain businesses, or whether special interests 
infl uenced the outcome of elections in your state.

 Since 1999, the National Institute on Money in State Politics in Helena, Mont., has compiled 
campaign-fi nance data from all 50 states to allow voters, researchers, reporters and advocacy 
groups to easily see who is contributing to state-level committees.

 The Institute is the nation’s only central source of campaign contributions raised by state 
candidates, party committees and ballot measure committees in the 50 states.  Our comprehensive 
database consists of 3.2 million records that account for more than $2 billion in contributions 
per two-year election cycle.

 We provide open access to this unique database at FollowTheMoney.org, so you can see:

Who gives.  Our database allows you to research the campaign contributions made by 
individual donors, special interests, labor unions and businesses.

Who gets. FollowTheMoney.org helps you to track political giving in one state or across 
state lines. We classify contributors based on their occupation and employer so you can 
see how much money various industries give.

Industry infl uence. Our 50-state charts reveal what donors from a given industry sent 
to Republican and Democratic candidates. These industry-infl uence charts also show 
variations in an industry’s giving patterns. 

Trends in political giving. FollowTheMoney.org makes national and regional 
comparisons of campaign donors easy.  We track how money in politics changes from 
election to election, as well as look at whether certain industries are using campaign 
contributions as part of their strategies to enact policy changes at the state level. 

•

•

•
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OV E R V I E W

IN THE 2006 ELECTION CYCLE, state-level candidates raised $2.3 billion. More than 
16,600 candidates ran for offi ces ranging from state legislature to governor to Supreme Court 
in 2005 and 2006. The total includes 1,382 candidates who were incumbents not up for re-
election.

 Contributions to state party committees and legislative caucuses added another $621 million 
and ballot measure committees raised $1.1 billion. 

     A review of the $4 billion given during the 2006 election cycle reveals:

A small number of candidates raised more than half of the money. Of the $2.3 
billion given to candidates, nearly $1.3 billion was collected by just 294 candidates. 
Almost half of those who raised more than $1 million were gubernatorial or lieutenant 
gubernatorial candidates.

The amount of money in legislative politics continued to increase. General-election 
state legislative candidates raised $859 million in 2006, or 13 percent more than the 
$759 million they raised in 2004, and 32 percent more than the $653 million they raised 
in 2002.

Fund-raising success translated into victory at the ballot box. Among candidates 
who faced general-election opposition, 80 percent of winners raised more than losers.

Democrats outraised Republicans. Democrats, who fi elded 471 more candidates than 
Republicans, raised $1.16 billion compared to Republicans’ $1.12 billion; less than $3.8 
million separated the two parties’ fund raising.

Money followed power. Contributors to legislative candidates favored the party that 
controlled the legislature after the 2006 elections.

Supreme Court candidates raised $34.4 million in 32 states. Among the 115 general-
election candidates, 30 percent were female and 12 percent a member of a racial or 
ethnic minority.

Republican Party committees outraised Democrats. Democratic and Republican 
state party committees raised nearly $458 million—Republicans raised $247 million 
and Democrats raised more than $210 million.

Ballot measure committees raised large sums. Forty state ballots featured a total of 
244 ballot measures. Committees formed around the measures raised more than $1.1 
billion.

Lawmakers not running for election raised 4 percent of the candidate total. Nearly 
1,400 candidates who were not on the ballot raised $90 million. They were mostly 
incumbents raising money for future campaigns.

 

 The Institute also collected data on the $114 million in independent expenditures made in 
fi ve states during the 2006 election cycle.

Millions spent on independent expenditures. Nearly $68 million was spent to sway 
candidate races and $46 million went to support or oppose ballot measures.
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“Think about 

the issues you 

care about—

health care, the 

environment, 

your tax dollars 

and property—

these all are 

affected by 

campaign money 

injected into 

state politics.  

Knowing who’s 

contributing 

to your state 

politicians is 

important.”

—Edwin Bender

Executive Director

The National Institute on 

Money in State Politics
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GI V I N G A T T H E GU B E R N A T O R I A L LE V E L

IN 2005 AND 2006, 38 states elected governors and lieutenant governors. These candidates 
raised nearly $1 billion in campaign funds. General-election candidates accounted for 83 
percent, or $786.4 million, of the $965 million raised. 

 Winners of gubernatorial general-election contests raised an average of $10.7 million, more 
than four times the average $9 million raised by their major-party opponents. Democratic and 
Republican general-election candidates raised comparable amounts, on average: $8.98 million 
versus $9.06 million, respectively. 

 In 31 out of 38 general-election gubernatorial races, the candidate who raised the most 
money won the election. Of the seven candidates with smaller coffers who won, four were 
incumbent governors. 

 Overall, incumbent governors who advanced to the general election raised more than their 
opponents in 21 out of 26 races and won the election in 25 out of 26 races, or 96 percent of 
the time. Sitting governors raised an average of $8.97 million, while their general-election 
major-party opponents raised $6 million, on average. Incumbent Republican governors raised 
an average of $9.2 million compared to Democratic challengers’ $5.5 million. That is a larger 
margin than Democratic governors enjoyed over their Republican opponents; they raised 
averages of $8.1 million and $6.5 million, respectively.

 Only two of the 27 sitting governors failed to hold their governor’s seat:

Maryland Republican Gov. Robert Ehrlich lost the general election to then-Mayor of 
Baltimore Martin O’Malley, a Democrat who raised $115,135 more than Ehrlich.

Alaska Gov. Frank Murkowski lost the Republican primary to Sarah Palin. Murkow-
ski’s fellow Republican primary loser, John Binkly, raised more than twice as much 
as Murkowski and received 10,000 more votes. Palin won the general election despite 
raising slightly less than her Democratic opponent, former Alaska Gov. Tony Knowles, 
who raised $1.5 million to her $1.3 million.

 Eleven states featured gubernatorial races with no incumbents in the running. In nine 
of these races, or 82 percent of the time, the candidate who raised the most money won the 
election. Major-party general-election winners in open-seat races raised an average of $15.7 
million, while their losing counterparts averaged $9.8 million. Democrats raised an average of 
$14 million, while Republicans raised an average of $11 million.

 Massachusetts’ Deval Patrick and Virginia’s Tim Kaine were the only candidates in open 
races to lose the fund-raising race but win the governor’s seat. Patrick beat Republican Kerry 
Healey, who self-fi nanced nearly two-thirds of her $15.8 million. Kaine beat Jerry Kilgore, who 
raised almost $5 million more than Kaine.

 Fourteen states held separate elections for lieutenant governor. General-election candidates 
raised close to $54 million. Winning candidates raised an average of $2.4 million, while major-
party losing candidates raised $1.4 million. Nine of the 13 candidates who raised the most 
money won their elections. 

•

•
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TOP GUBERNATORIAL RECIPIENTS, 2005-2006

candidate state party status* total raised

Schwarzenegger, Arnold California Republican W $45,697,374
Westly, Steve California Democrat PL $45,280,540
Corzine, Jon S. New Jersey Democrat W $44,339,373
Devos, Dick Michigan Republican L $42,138,051
Forrester, Doug New Jersey Republican L $32,150,657
Angelides, Phil California Democrat L $30,757,168
Spitzer, Eliot L. New York Democrat W $30,054,178
Rendell, Ed Pennsylvania Democrat W $26,676,737
Crist, Charlie Florida Republican W $24,167,198
Kilgore, Jerry W. Virginia Republican L $21,349,327

*W = Winner      L = Loser      PL = Primary Loser

 Money from gubernatorial and lieutenant gubernatorial candidates’ own pockets accounted 
for 22 percent, or $211 million, of the total raised in 2006 gubernatorial elections. Four 
candidates contributed more than $30 million to their own campaigns. Of the 77 candidates 
who self-fi nanced a majority of their campaigns, only two candidates emerged victorious. In 
New Jersey, Jon Corzine gave his campaign 96 percent of his total contributions. Oklahoma’s  
Jari Askins—who was elected lieutenant governor—contributed 53 percent, or $780,000, of 
the total contributions to her campaign. In fact, 51 of these self-fi nanciers lost in the primary 
elections.

 Challengers to sitting governors or candidates running for open seats were far more likely 
to self-fi nance their campaigns. Overall, incumbents contributed less than 3 percent of the total 
funds raised by their campaigns, while their opponents contributed 32 percent of all contributions 
to their campaigns. In races with open seats, self-fi nancing accounted for 26 percent of all 
contributions. 

CANDIDATE CONTRIBUTIONS OF $1 MILLION OR MORE IN 
GUBERNATORIAL OR LT. GUBERNATORIAL RACES, 2005-2006

candidate state party* status**
%  o f 

t o ta l

c a n d i dat e 
s e l f -

f i n a n c e
Corzine, Jon S. New Jersey D W 96% $42,360,571
Devos, Dick Michigan R L 84% $35,499,629
Westly, Steve California D PL 78% $35,150,000
Forrester, Doug New Jersey R L 99% $31,709,115
Gabrieli, Christopher Massachusetts D PL 95% $10,578,000
Healey, Kerry Massachusetts R L 65% $10,330,500
Gidwitz, Ron Illinois R PL 53% $5,630,391
Schwarzenegger, A. California R W 12% $5,500,000
Mihos, Christy Massachusetts I L 90% $3,694,007
Angelides, Phil California D L 10% $3,062,055
Goldberg, Deborah B. Massachusetts D PL 78% $2,355,005
Linn, Max Florida RF L 99% $2,178,598
Oberweis, Jim Illinois R PL 61% $1,981,037
Bell, Chris Texas D L 23% $1,700,000
Woollen, Barbara Lee† Nevada R PL 99% $1,687,790
Taylor, Mark Georgia D L 14% $1,149,039
Stupak, Bob† Nevada D PL 99% $1,000,000

* D = Democrat      R = Republican      I = Independent     RF = Reform

**W = Winner      L = Loser      PL = Primary Loser

† Candidate for lieutenant governor seat

Of the 77 

gubernatorial 

candidates who 

self-fi nanced a 

majority of their 

campaigns, only 

two candidates 

emerged 

victorious.
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LE G I S L A T I V E RA C E S AC R O S S T H E CO U N T R Y

IN THE 2005 AND 2006 GENERAL ELECTIONS, more than 11,000 candidates ran for 
state legislative seats and raised more than $859 million. The 2,161 Senate candidates collected 
$292.3 million, an average of $135,272. For the House and Assembly, nearly 9,000 candidates 
raised $566.8 million for an average of $63,484. 

 Median fi gures sometimes provide a more accurate picture of fund raising, as averages can 
be skewed by a few candidates who raise large sums of money. A median is the midpoint of 
fund-raising totals, with an equal number of candidates raising more and less than that fi gure. 
The median raised by general-election House candidates was $20,493 and for Senate candidates 
it was $47,546. These medians are signifi cantly lower than the averages.

 Average fund raising differs a great deal from state to state. California general-election 
Assembly candidates raised the most on average: $385,132. In New Hampshire, where there 
are 400 House seats, candidates collected an average of just $705. In 2005 and 2006, House 
and Assembly candidates in 10 states—California, Florida, Illinois, Indiana, New Jersey, Ohio, 
Oregon, Pennsylvania, Texas and Virginia—raised averages greater than $100,000 compared 
to just three in the 2004 election cycle. The number of states at the low-end of the fund-raising 
spectrum remained unchanged from 2004 to 2006. House candidates in the same seven states 
collected less than $10,000 on average: Maine, Montana, New Hampshire, North Dakota, South 
Dakota, Vermont and Wyoming.

 Senate races tend to be more expensive than House races and 2006 was no exception. 
Senate candidates raised higher averages than their House counterparts in every state except 
Indiana. California candidates again raised the highest average—$495,671—but Texas Senate 
candidates were not far behind with an average of $491,199. Senate candidates in North Dakota 
raised an average of just $4,985. That was the only state where Senate candidates raised less 
than $10,000, on average.

 Winning legislative candidates raised an average of $106,186, more than twice as 
much as the $39,479 average raised by losing candidates. Among candidates who faced 
general-election opposition, 80 percent of winners raised more than losers. Incumbents raised an 
average nearly three times higher than challengers: $103,898 compared to $35,365. Candidates 
for open seats collected an average of $99,076.

 The fund-raising experiences of candidates who lost in the primary election were far 
different. In the 2005 and 2006 legislative elections, 2,654 candidates were eliminated in the 
primaries. They raised an average of $37,875 and a median of $7,350.

 Contributions to general-election legislative candidates were almost evenly split, with 
5,018 Democrats collecting $432 million and 4,935 Republicans receiving $419 million. 
Contributions to legislative candidates favored the party that controlled the Legislature after 
the 2006 elections. In the 21 states where Democrats controlled both chambers, Democratic 
general-election candidates raised 61 percent of the $396.5 million. In the 15 states where 
Republicans controlled both chambers, Republican general-election candidates collected 64 
percent of the $235.6 million raised. Republicans enjoyed a slight fund-raising advantage over 
Democrats in states where the parties split control of the Legislature: 51 percent to 48 percent.



6

AVERAGE AMOUNTS RAISED BY GENERAL-ELECTION 
LEGISLATIVE CANDIDATES, 2005-2006

state
$ per 

voter* 2006 voters
total 

contributions
house

average
senate

average
Alabama $29.03 1,250,401 $36,294,226 $99,431 $365,186
Alaska $21.52 234,645 $5,050,014 $49,876 $72,948
Arizona $3.48 1,553,032 $5,403,580 $33,213 $36,590
Arkansas $2.97 1,721,573 $5,121,244 $29,340 $63,884
California $10.71 8,899,059 $95,316,305 $385,132 $495,671
Colorado $4.69 1,586,105 $7,444,881 $41,004 $70,953
Connecticut $7.14 1,123,412 $8,025,083 $14,204 $54,673
Delaware $5.34 557,703 $2,975,602 $29,930 $49,494
Florida $6.81 4,884,544 $33,251,987 $114,684 $308,835
Georgia $10.81 2,122,185 $22,947,002 $58,331 $120,695
Hawaii $11.15 348,988 $3,891,431 $29,368 $49,199
Idaho $6.43 458,927 $2,951,012 $16,255 $17,732
Illinois $17.47 3,587,676 $62,667,885 $205,823 $391,296
Indiana $13.19 1,719,351 $22,684,681 $108,684 $81,444
Iowa $15.41 1,071,509 $16,508,298 $65,702 $128,807
Kansas $5.50 864,083 $4,750,584 $20,655 No Races
Kentucky $6.53 1,370,062 $8,950,303 $41,082 $101,803
Maine $7.25 550,865 $3,991,657 $6,582 $25,426
Maryland $11.84 1,809,237 $21,426,443 $49,784 $114,746
Massachusetts $8.56 2,243,835 $19,215,656 $53,757 $132,907
Michigan $7.01 3,852,008 $27,020,311 $58,488 $130,978
Minnesota $5.95 2,217,552 $13,196,272 $26,812 $41,487
Missouri $8.50 2,128,459 $18,086,555 $40,843 $207,827
Montana $5.53 411,061 $2,273,940 $8,239 $12,118
Nebraska $4.29 610,499 $2,616,493 No Races $55,670
Nevada $20.70 586,274 $12,140,565 $92,241 $213,554
New Hampshire $7.45 403,679 $3,007,497 $705 $54,331
New Jersey $7.77 2,315,643 $17,989,652 $101,065 No Races
New Mexico $6.18 568,597 $3,511,890 $35,474 No Races
New York $11.86 4,697,867 $55,714,627 $78,327 $295,808
North Carolina $13.61 2,036,451 $27,712,242 $75,869 $182,148
North Dakota $2.42 220,479 $532,726 $3,448 $4,985
Ohio $8.45 4,186,207 $35,396,118 $129,008 $329,838
Oklahoma $16.65 926,462 $15,422,748 $59,379 $162,507
Oregon $14.18 1,399,650 $19,853,877 $110,636 $165,802
Pennsylvania $13.59 4,092,652 $55,605,133 $119,999 $225,948
Rhode Island $10.60 392,882 $4,165,378 $20,344 $30,598
South Carolina $5.78 1,117,311 $6,458,262 $40,364 No Races
South Dakota $8.04 341,105 $2,741,791 $8,972 $22,186
Tennessee $6.42 1,868,363 $11,997,852 $47,978 $175,436
Texas $15.67 4,399,068 $68,956,928 $172,293 $491,199
Utah $8.45 582,561 $4,925,110 $19,404 $40,052
Vermont $5.52 262,568 $1,450,399 $3,242 $11,717
Virginia $11.67 2,000,045 $23,340,586 $147,725 No Races
Washington $9.11 2,107,370 $19,205,765 $75,250 $152,645
West Virginia $13.88 473,014 $6,564,266 $23,808 $81,866
Wisconsin $4.51 2,183,155 $9,835,392 $35,495 $121,006
Wyoming $3.88 196,217 $761,264 $6,031 $11,335

total $859,107,526 $63,484 $135,272

*Based on total votes cast.

Louisiana and Mississippi did not hold legislative elections in the 2005-2006 election 
cycle.
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STATES WHERE DEMOCRATS CONTROLLED BOTH HOUSES 
AFTER 2006 ELECTION

state democrats republicans
Alabama $22,864,366 $13,424,483
Arkansas $3,698,528 $1,419,687
California $59,549,142 $35,697,905
Colorado $4,366,183 $3,056,530
Connecticut $4,613,168 $3,406,257
Hawaii $2,865,767 $1,019,648
Illinois $32,955,878 $29,705,962
Iowa $8,338,849 $8,142,221
Maine $1,983,645 $1,832,145
Maryland $13,877,468 $7,528,313
Massachusetts $16,210,777 $2,822,298
Minnesota $7,159,134 $5,903,745
New Hampshire $1,763,265 $1,240,623
New Jersey $11,462,933 $6,519,110
New Mexico $2,232,692 $1,269,198
North Carolina $18,519,430 $9,106,920
Oregon $9,104,356 $10,739,864
Rhode Island $3,463,750 $676,216
Vermont $623,768 $763,175
Washington $12,170,142 $7,033,800
West Virginia $4,639,729 $1,921,977

total $242,462,972 $153,230,077

STATES WHERE REPUBLICANS CONTROLLED BOTH HOUSES 
AFTER 2006 ELECTION

state democrats republicans
Alaska $2,060,244 $2,929,464
Arizona $2,259,328 $3,105,145
Florida $9,076,994 $23,582,481
Georgia $5,858,397 $17,024,728
Idaho $1,031,489 $1,910,841
Kansas $1,983,884 $2,761,463
Missouri $7,887,894 $9,910,776
North Dakota $242,267 $290,209
Ohio $10,522,446 $24,851,549
South Carolina $1,729,880 $4,698,807
South Dakota $1,157,627 $1,567,385
Texas $26,331,931 $42,595,536
Utah $1,587,255 $3,288,030
Virginia $9,854,188 $12,738,247
Wyoming $300,618 $457,893

total $81,884,442 $151,712,554

STATES WHERE PARTIES SPLIT CONTROL AFTER 2006 ELECTION

state democrats republicans
Delaware $1,494,057 $1,469,970
Indiana $12,180,670 $10,477,988
Kentucky $5,099,603 $3,742,335
Michigan $12,812,365 $14,180,370
Montana $1,232,060 $1,025,873
Nevada $6,186,963 $5,700,467
New York $25,137,500 $28,416,929
Oklahoma* $7,119,636 $8,290,818
Pennsylvania $26,462,306 $29,120,749
Tennessee* $6,160,050 $5,788,035
Wisconsin $3,884,069 $5,928,511

total $107,769,279 $114,142,044

*In Oklahoma and Tennessee, the Senate was evenly split between Democrats and 
Republicans following the 2006 elections. Republicans controlled the Oklahoma 
House while Democrats held the majority in the Tennessee House.

Contributions 

to legislative 

candidates 

favored the 

party that 

controlled the 

Legislature 

after the 2006 

elections.
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SU P R E M E CO U R T CO N T E S T S DR A W CA S H

IN 2005 AND 2006, 137 candidates competed in Supreme Court races in 32 states. Sixteen 
of these races were held in states with contested elections, where candidates compete against one 
another for a seat on the high court. Some of these states allow candidates to run under a party 
label; others require Supreme Court candidates to run in nonpartisan races. The majority of the 
Supreme Court candidates participated in retention elections, in which the current offi ceholder 
is placed on the ballot and voters choose whether the judge remains in offi ce. 

 All together, 88 candidates raised $34.4 million in the 2006 election cycle. The remaining 
49 candidates, mostly running in retention elections, did not raise any money. Candidates 
in retention elections generally raise little or no money because they do not need an active 
campaign.

 Candidates in partisan elections raised the bulk of the money: 31 candidates collected 
nearly $20.8 million, which accounted for 60 percent of the funds raised. Fifty-two nonpartisan 
candidates raised $12.6 million, comprising another 37 percent of Supreme Court fund raising. 
Five retention candidates, who collected slightly more than $1 million, raised the remaining 
money. One retention candidate in Pennsylvania raised more than half the total raised by all 
retention candidates. He was also the only retention candidate who was voted out of offi ce.

 Among candidates who raised money, partisan candidates raised an average of $670,896, 
more than twice the $242,621 average raised by nonpartisan high-court candidates. There were 
twice as many Republican candidates as Democrats, 18 compared with nine. Republicans raised 
an average of $779,782 compared to the Democrats’ average of $412,962.

HIGH COURT CANDIDATES BY STATE, 2005-2006

state election type # of candidates total
Alabama Partisan 15 $13,413,978
Texas Partisan 12 $3,505,285
Ohio Partisan 6 $2,805,994
North Carolina Nonpartisan 11 $2,750,335
Nevada Nonpartisan 8 $2,274,628
Kentucky Nonpartisan 10 $2,119,871
Washington Nonpartisan 9 $1,770,822
Georgia Nonpartisan 5 $1,792,212
Oregon Nonpartisan 5 $1,411,346
Michigan Partisan 5 $1,072,527
Pennsylvania Retention 2 $944,727
Arkansas Nonpartisan 6 $441,118
Wisconsin Nonpartisan 2 $55,737
Montana Retention 2 $53,083
New Mexico Retention 1 $5,204
Minnesota Nonpartisan 1 $200
Arizona Retention 2 $0
California Retention 2 $0
Florida Retention 3 $0
Idaho Nonpartisan 1 $0
Indiana Retention 1 $0
Kansas Retention 1 $0
Louisiana Partisan 2 $0
Maryland Retention 2 $0
Missouri Retention 3 $0
North Dakota Nonpartisan 1 $0
Nebraska Retention 2 $0
Oklahoma Retention 5 $0
South Dakota Retention 5 $0
Tennessee Retention 3 $0
Utah Retention 2 $0
Wyoming Retention 2 $0

total 137 $34,417,084
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 Contributions from lawyers and lobbyists accounted for the largest share of contributions 
to high-court candidates: $9.26 million, or 27 percent. Business sector contributions added 
another $7.8 million. Together, lawyers and lobbyists and business interests contributed 50 
percent of the funds received by Supreme Court candidates.

 In 2006, the Institute completed its fi rst examination of gender and ethnic diversity among 
general-election judicial candidates. The analysis revealed that among 115 general-election 
candidates, 34 were female, constituting nearly 30 percent of candidates, and 14 were members 
of a racial or ethnic minority, comprising 12 percent of high-court candidates.

DIVERSITY AMONG HIGH COURT CANDIDATES, 2005-2006

election type
# of minority 

candidates
# of female 
candidates

total # 
of candidates

Partisan 3 6 31
Nonpartisan 6 15 46
Retention 5 13 38

total 14 34 115

 In partisan elections, three African American candidates raised an average of $323,239, 
slightly more than half of the $631,909 overall average. Conversely, female candidates competing 
in partisan elections collected an average 50 percent higher than their male counterparts.

 Supreme Court candidates who competed in nonpartisan elections and raised money 
collected an average of $242,621. Six of these candidates were members of a minority group. 
One candidate, who ran unopposed, did not raise any funds. The other fi ve minority candidates 
raised an average of $224,000. As was the case for partisan female high-court candidates, 
female nonpartisan candidates outraised their male peers, on average. All nonpartisan female 
candidates raised money for an average of $330,730. Nonpartisan male candidates who raised 
money collected an average of $199,825.

BE H I N D T H E SC E N E S: PA R T Y CO M M I T T E E S

THE INSTITUTE COLLECTED CAMPAIGN-FINANCE REPORTS fi led by 100 state party 
committees and 148 legislative caucus committees—the partisan fund-raising groups for state 
legislative candidates. Together these committees raised nearly $621 million during the 2006 
election cycle, which was used to fund candidate campaigns, advertising, mailings and get-out-
the-vote efforts.

 The $457.8 million raised by the 100 Democratic and Republican state party committees 
was 20 percent less than the $569.4 million they raised during the comparable 2002 mid-term 
election cycle. The reduction was due in large part to the federal ban on unlimited “soft” money 
from individuals, corporations and unions to national political party committees. Much of this 
money had previously fl owed down to state party committees, but the ban cut off this important 
funding source for state parties. 

 Since the enactment of the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act after the 2002 election, funding 
sources outside the party apparatus have become the mainstay of the state party committees. 
Businesses, special interests, labor unions and individual donors provided 71 percent of the 
money raised by state party committees in the 2005 and 2006 elections. By comparison, less 
than half of the contributions came from these donors during the 2001-2002 elections, with 
party committees relying instead on party donors, which gave 57 percent of their funds.

 The top two industries roughly doubled their giving since the comparable 2002 election 
cycle. Real estate interests gave $40.9 million in 2006, compared to $19.9 million in 2002. In 
distant second were public sector unions, which gave $26.1 million, nearly double their 2002 
contributions of $13.6 million. Seven of the top 10 industries favored Republican committees, 
while unions and lawyers and lobbyists favored Democratic committees.

State party 

committees 

raised nearly 

$458 million 

during the 

2006 mid-term 

election cycle, 

20 percent less 

than what they 

raised in the 

last mid-term 

election cycle of 

2002.
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TOP-CONTRIBUTING INDUSTRIES TO STATE PARTY 
COMMITTEES, 2005-2006

industry
democratic 
committees

republican
committees total

Real Estate $13,825,868 $27,117,554 $40,943,422
Public Sector Unions $25,055,608 $1,058,495 $26,114,103
Lawyers & Lobbyists $14,634,823 $6,957,375 $21,592,197
General Trade Unions $15,324,718 $285,700 $15,610,418
Insurance $2,505,715 $10,233,169 $12,738,883
Securities & Investment $3,737,929 $7,108,223 $10,846,153
TV & Movie Production/Distribution $949,662 $6,348,076 $7,297,737
Business Associations $142,656 $6,730,426 $6,873,082
Gambling & Casinos $2,394,915 $4,316,961 $6,711,877
Telecommunications $2,379,718 $3,139,501 $5,519,220

 State party committees in California and Florida raised far more than their counterparts in 
other states—with $101.5 million and $94.3 million, respectively. Georgia party committees 
were in a distant third, with $22.5 million.

CONTRIBUTIONS TO STATE PARTY COMMITTEES, 2005-2006

state rank
democratic 
committees

republican 
committees total

Alabama 18 $2,566,154 $3,977,937 $6,544,091
Alaska 47 $231,426 $331,261 $562,686
Arizona 17 $5,665,800 $1,563,815 $7,229,616
Arkansas 16 $5,436,390 $2,223,742 $7,660,132
California 1 $42,634,967 $58,860,271 $101,495,238
Colorado 37 $377,472 $938,696 $1,316,167
Connecticut 35 $596,436 $941,996 $1,538,432
Delaware 24 $1,960,750 $1,796,081 $3,756,832
Florida 2 $26,482,292 $67,841,128 $94,323,420
Georgia 3 $7,267,625 $15,193,720 $22,461,345
Hawaii 34 $779,267 $810,862 $1,590,130
Idaho 45 $372,247 $418,348 $790,595
Illinois 13 $4,034,918 $4,979,870 $9,014,788
Indiana 11 $7,465,413 $3,596,762 $11,062,175
Iowa 8 $8,303,401 $4,563,935 $12,867,336
Kansas 29 $1,546,204 $523,035 $2,069,238
Kentucky 38 $696,254 $579,974 $1,276,228
Louisiana 36 $970,545 $437,298 $1,407,843
Maine 25 $2,559,198 $1,195,323 $3,754,521
Maryland 23 $2,218,686 $1,872,989 $4,091,675
Massachusetts 19 $3,954,108 $2,119,896 $6,074,004
Michigan 10 $6,780,687 $4,800,038 $11,580,725
Minnesota 5 $10,045,652 $9,700,513 $19,746,166
Mississippi 46 $213,635 $412,527 $626,162
Missouri 14 $2,824,721 $5,921,747 $8,746,468
Montana 44 $788,549 $18,916 $807,465
Nebraska 33 $675,240 $1,025,656 $1,700,895
Nevada 26 $1,611,762 $1,192,714 $2,804,476
New Hampshire 39 $1,038,544 $217,603 $1,256,147
New Jersey 7 $10,024,160 $3,458,335 $13,482,495
New Mexico 28 $1,035,358 $1,144,766 $2,180,124
New York 9 $4,366,080 $7,700,735 $12,066,816
North Carolina 12 $7,268,598 $1,773,808 $9,042,406
North Dakota 27 $1,589,100 $985,749 $2,574,849
Ohio 4 $11,232,265 $9,945,710 $21,177,975
Oklahoma 43 $278,465 $551,058 $829,523
Oregon 32 $889,351 $855,421 $1,744,772
Pennsylvania 6 $8,347,694 $6,586,308 $14,934,002
Rhode Island 42 $654,501 $232,138 $886,639
South Carolina 30 $811,975 $1,211,467 $2,023,442
South Dakota 48 $155,962 $243,877 $399,838
Tennessee 22 $2,964,548 $1,336,916 $4,301,464
Texas 20 $1,828,252 $3,840,496 $5,668,748
Utah 31 $558,568 $1,363,266 $1,921,834
Vermont 50 $88,060 $140,639 $228,698
Virginia 21 $2,147,068 $3,418,371 $5,565,439
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state rank
democratic 
committees

republican 
committees total

Washington 15 $5,497,663 $2,746,537 $8,244,200
West Virginia 49 $266,192 $3,162 $269,354
Wisconsin 40 $508,343 $636,598 $1,144,941
Wyoming 41 $45,557 $926,968 $972,524

total $210,656,102 $247,158,977 $457,815,079

BA L L O T ME A S U R E S AT T R A C T CO N T R I B U T I O N S

IN 2005 AND 2006, voters in 40 states faced 244 ballot measures on a wide range of 
issues. Ballot measures allow citizens to vote directly on a specifi c issue and are placed on 
the ballot by a state legislature or through the citizen petition process, whereby citizens gather 
signatures to demonstrate support for a vote on the issue. Some ballot measures amend the state 
constitution, while others hold the force of state law.

 Committees formed to support or oppose the 2006 measures raised $648.4 million 
in contributions, just 28 percent more than the $506.3 million raised around the 111 ballot 
measures in 2004.1 Measures on the 2005 ballots attracted $466.2 million, thanks largely to 
expensive measures in California.

 A close look at who funds ballot measure campaigns reveals that they are seldom citizen-
driven efforts. Individual donors provided just 23 percent of the money raised in 2006, or $147.5 
million. Rather, out-of-state donors, large corporations, and special interests provided the lion’s 
share of the money raised to support or defeat the 2006 measures. Controversial measures on 
same-sex marriage, minimum wage increases, property rights and abortion appeared on ballots 
in more than one state, often orchestrated by the same proponents.

MAJOR MEASURES OF COMMON INTEREST ACROSS STATE 
LINES, 2005-2006

contributions

subject
# of 

measures for against total
Tobacco Tax & Restriction* 12 $41,664,252 $88,606,203 $130,270,455
Gambling 6 $46,774,173 $6,966,403 $53,740,576
Government Spending Limits 5 $6,734,612 $43,862,525 $50,597,137
Property Rights 15 $8,810,886 $20,782,680 $29,593,566
Abortion Restriction* 4 $10,077,877 $17,872,618 $27,950,496
Same-sex Marriage Ban* 11 $4,677,099 $14,910,444 $19,587,543
Minimum Wage Increase 6 $8,327,877 $6,046,240 $14,374,117

* On ballots in 2005 and 2006

  

 California’s 15 ballot measures were the most costly in 2006, garnering a total of $359 
million. Missouri’s seven ballot measures came in a distant second, with nearly $52 million—
$36.7 million of which was raised around the highly controversial stem-cell research measure.

1 Some committees were active on other ballot measures as well. However, since their campaign-fi nance 

reports do not delineate how much the committee raised for each separate campaign, fi gures here include 

the total amount raised by these committees.
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STATES WHERE BALLOT MEASURES GARNERED MORE THAN $10 
MILLION

 Several issues appeared on ballots in more than one state in 2006. Property-rights measures 
were on the ballot in 13 states. State-spending limits, often called Taxpayer Bill of Rights, or 
TABOR, were on the ballot in nine states, as were constitutional amendments banning same-sex 
marriage.  The battle over tobacco taxation and smoking bans was fought in eight states, while 
measures calling for an increase in the state minimum wage made their way onto ballots in six 
states. Voters in fi ve states weighed in on measures involving gambling issues, and abortion 
measures were on the ballots in three states.

 With each passing election, citizens’ initiatives and legislative referendums are becoming 
more prevalent on state ballots across the country. Special-interest groups, funded by well-
heeled supporters, may turn to the ballots once again during the 2008 presidential election to 
pass state laws, as well as to turn out a targeted group of voters.  
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WH O GI V E S?

     THE INSTITUTE CLASSIFIES CONTRIBUTORS according to their business and 
industry interests and analyzes contribution data by economic interest. The Institute relies on 
the occupation and/or employer information that some states require candidates to disclose and 
also performs additional research as needed when this material is not provided.

 Using this information, the Institute is able to analyze giving by economic sectors across state 
lines and election cycles to discover patterns of giving. The following tables show contribution 
data by sector for general-election Republican and Democratic candidates for state legislative 
and gubernatorial races in 2005 and 2006.

CONTRIBUTIONS TO GENERAL-ELECTION LEGISLATIVE 
CANDIDATES BY SECTOR

CONTRIBUTIONS TO GENERAL-ELECTION GUBERNATORIAL 
CANDIDATES BY SECTOR
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PU B L I C FU N D I N G SU M M A R Y

MAINE AND ARIZONA WERE THE ONLY STATES to offer full public funding for all 
state-level candidates in 2006, but 11 other states offered partial public funding. More than 450 
candidates in Florida, Hawaii, Indiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, North Carolina, 
New Jersey, New Mexico, Ohio, Rhode Island and Wisconsin accepted $27 million in public 
funding in the 2006 election cycle. The public funding systems in most states limit participation 
to certain types of candidates or to those who agree to abide by spending or contribution 
limits.

 In Arizona and Maine, 445 legislative candidates accepted public funding in 2006. This 
number represents 67 percent of the 655 candidates who sought legislative offi ce in the two 
states in 2006.  The number of candidates participating in clean elections programs increased 
in Arizona from 2004 to 2006 but decreased in Maine during the same period. In Arizona, 
113 candidates used public funding in 2006 compared with 103 in 2004. In Maine, there were 
332 publicly funded candidates, 12 fewer than in 2004. Democrats were more likely than 
Republicans to participate in public funding programs—88 percent compared to 62 percent in 
Maine and 70 percent compared to 50 percent in Arizona. 

 As the following table shows, candidates who ran publicly fi nanced campaigns raised about 
the same amounts as their opponents for general-election races, putting both winners and losers 
on even footing. Among candidates who did not participate, losing candidates raised less than 
those who won.

AVERAGE AMOUNTS RAISED BY ARIZONA AND MAINE 
LEGISLATIVE CANDIDATES, 2006

participating candidates             non-participating candidates
state winner loser primary loser winner loser primary loser
Arizona $40,186 $42,951 $30,118 $34,480 $5,133 $31,012
Maine $10,592 $11,228 $3,284 $11,384 $5,446 $1,692
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AD D I N G IN F L U E N C E: IN D E P E N D E N T EX P E N D I T U R E S

AS A CONSTITUTIONALLY PROTECTED means of free speech, independent expenditures 
are not limited by law and thus represent a powerful means of infl uencing elections beyond 
direct political contributions. Independent expenditures, by defi nition, are those made in support 
of or opposition to candidates or ballot initiatives—without the knowledge or cooperation of 
the targeted individual or committee. 

 While 39 states have laws requiring some kind of disclosure of independent expenditures, 
only fi ve states offer meaningful public access—Alaska, California, Colorado, Maine and 
Washington. 

 Independent expenditures made in these fi ve states in 2005 and 2006 totaled more than 
$114 million.2 Of that, nearly $67.9 million was spent on candidates and $46 million on ballot 
measures.3 These expenditures supplemented the $934 million in contributions raised in the 
same states.

 Much of the $67.9 million spent on candidates targeted gubernatorial and selected, tight 
legislative races. Several candidates had more independent expenditures made on their behalf 
than fl owed into their campaign coffers. 

COMPARISON OF INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES TO 
CONTRIBUTIONS TO STATE-LEVEL COMMITTEES, 2005-2006

state
total independent

expenditures
total

contributions

percent of  independent 
expenditures relative

to contributions
California $104,620,648 $781,612,231 13%
Washington $6,131,358 $48,288,827 13%
Alaska $1,995,365 $15,061,801 13%
Maine $1,253,618 $17,617,533 7%
Colorado $413,201 $38,475,467 1%

total $114,414,190 $901,055,859 13%

 State contribution limits appeared to have an effect on the amount of independent 
expenditures. Deep-pocketed supporters commonly contributed to an individual’s campaign, 
sometimes the maximum allowed by law, and then made independent expeditures many times 
the state’s contribution limit on the candidate’s behalf. 

 Advertising was the largest expense, costing $56.5 million. Broadcast media was the largest 
single slice of the advertising budget, ringing up at $52.7 million, or 93 percent of the total. 
Activities that supported or opposed a candidate or a ballot measure, such as direct mailings, 
phone banks and polls, came under the heading “message support.”  Independent expenditures 
made for message support accounted for almost as much as advertising, at $55.1 million. Direct 
mail accounted for 46 percent of the money spent on message support, or $25.2 million.  

2 This total includes only those expenditures available through the state reporting system.
3  Due to the types of reports fi led, and the common practice among committees of listing multiple targets 

without differentiating how much of the expenditure went to each target, not all of the targets could be 

identifi ed.  Therefore, the amount which can be attributed to specifi ed targets with certainty is slightly lower 

than the overall amount reported. 
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AB O U T T H E IN S T I T U T E

FIRST LAUNCHED AS A REGIONAL PROJECT in the 1990s, the National Institute on 
Money in State Politics became a national organization in 1999. Throughout the years, as our 
expertise and database grew, we have become the nation’s only source of comprehensive state-
level campaign-fi nance information. 

Who We Are

Executive Director Edwin Bender is a former journalist who played a key role in winning 
an open-meetings case in Montana, and has spent the past 15 years breaking down barriers 
to campaign-fi nance information at the state level. He’s authored numerous reports that link 
campaign fi nances to state policy and issues, and in 1999 was a co-founder of the National 
Institute on Money in State Politics.

 Development Director Barbara Bonifas has 25 years of public sector and nonprofi t 
management experience to equip her to lead development activities at the Institute. 

 Deputy Director of Operations Linda King is responsible for overseeing the Institute’s data 
acquisition, fi nancial management and human resources. 

 Director of Technology and Web Development Mike Krejci oversees the Institute’s Web 
site, including development of programs allowing real-time posting of data that enables users 
across the country to learn about contributions to candidates in their states. 

 Denise Roth Barber was named Research Director in August 2006 after seven years as a 
researcher. She manages research involving the economic interests of campaign contributors 
and the development of the Institute’s study projects. 

 Communications Director Rachel Weiss works with reporters as they develop stories 
relating to state-level campaign fi nance and assists other members of the public who use the 
Institute’s data.

How We’re Funded

The Institute is funded primarily through foundation support and does not accept contributions 
from political candidate committees or party committees. Our independence is guaranteed by 
our no-strings-attached funding. Major sources of funding are: The California Endowment, 
Carnegie Corporation of New York, Ford Foundation, John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur 
Foundation, Open Society Institute, the JEHT Foundation, The Pew Charitable Trusts, and the 
Rockefeller Brothers Fund. 

 The Institute is also supported by data sales to newspapers and university researchers; 
contracts for custom research and in-depth studies on the infl uence of money in politics; 
list enhancement projects with nonprofi t organizations and foundations; and donations from 
individuals who share the Institute’s dedication to transparency and accountability in the public 
sector.
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