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The radical homosexual lobby, abortionists, gun-grabbers and all the rest of the
extremists finally spent enough money, spread enough lies and fooled enough voters
to defeat me.

—Marilyn Musgrave!

Prior to 2008, Republican Marilyn Musgrave earned a reputation as a strong
closer, surging in the final days of elections that often seemed too close to call.
. Her 2006 reelection race against Democrat Angie Paccione was a nail-biter by
Adrwe v Do °, £3¢. Rou‘r LEDGE 2010 any standard, with polls decidedly uncertain right before the election. Musgrave

J ultimately won that contest by fewer than 3 percentage points. Republicans
hoped for a repeat performance in 2008. If Musgrave could survive the harshest
electoral environment for Republicans in a generation, presumably she could see
another reelection campaign through. )

Yet it was not to be. The continued unpopularity of President Bush, com-
bined with a meltdown of the financial sector, key demographic changes in Mus-
grave’s congressional district, and the skills of her new challenger conspired to
cost Musgrave her seat in Congress. This time, there would be no last minute
rally by the incumbent.

A myriad of factors made it difficult for Marilyn Musgrave to play defense in
2008 against Betsy Markey. Elements examined in this chapter include: Mus-
grave’s own political history, the background of her challenger, the strategies
and tactics employed during the campaign, and the shifting electoral environ-
ment, both in the district and nationally. The resulting picture is one of a seat
that was almost impossible for the incumbent to successfully defend given the
political conditions.
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The District

Colorado’s 4th Congressional District is a largely rural one, spanning roughly
the eastern third of the state. Noticeably, it contains none of the mountains for
which Colorado is famous. Rather, the district is defined by high plains terrain,
with agriculture the predominant interest. As Congressional Quarterly describes
it, the district “looks more like Kansas than Colorado.” Indeed, Colorado's 4th
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District is home to some of the most intensive cattle and wheat production in
the country, along with a substantial meatpacking industry. The other major
industry is higher education, as the district hosts both Colorado State Univer-
sity and the University of Northern Colorado. The district overall is 79 percent
White, 17 percent Hispanic, and only 1 percent each African American and
Asian.

The district is so vast that it actually borders on five other states—Wyoming,
Nebraska, Kansas, Oklahoma, and New Mexico. The most densely populated
part of the district lies in the cities along the 125 corridor north of Denver; 86
percent of the votes cast in the district in 2008 came from just three of the dis-
trict’s 18 counties: Boulder, Larimer, and Weld. These counties are, respectively,
home to the district’s largest cities: Boulder, Fort Collins, and Greeley.

The district is relatively conservative, with its Democratic presidential vote
share in the past few elections running 5 to 6 points behind that of the state of
Colorado. Prior to 2009, it had been represented consistently in Congress by a
Republican since 1974 , and its last Democratic incumbent, Wayne Aspinal, was
distinguished for his opposition to the early environmental movement. As of
January 2009, registered Republicans outnumbered registered Democrats in the
district by about 37,000 voters, which is in contrast to trends statewide where
newly registered Democrats outnumbered Republicans 4:1 in the lead-up to the
presidential election (see chapter 1). However, more than 110,000 active voters
(31% of all active registrants) in the district classified themselves as unaffiliated
and could easily tip the balance one way or another in a general election.?

The district’s political stripes have been shifting rapidly in recent years,
driven in large part by substantial population growth in the northern counties.
Between 2003 and 2007, Boulder County grew by 3.7 percent, Larimer County
grew by 6.9 percent, and Weld County grew by an astounding 15.5 percent.
These high-growth counties make up the more urban and suburban parts of the
district. There has been little growth in the more tural areas. These trends mir-
ror recent changes statewide, as Colorado has experienced substantial popula-
tion growth in recent years, with at least a third of new migrants coming from
California. The rest have arrived primarily from Arizona, Florida, Illinois, New
Mexico, New York, and Texas, and have largely settled in and around the Den-
ver metropolitan area.! '

These shifting political currents were noted in the most recent Cook Political
Report rankings of congressional districts. Based on its votes in 2000 and 2004,
Cook had given the 4th District a rating of R+9, meaning that Republicans tend
to do an average of 9 points better in this district than their national average.
More recent ratings, based on votes from 2004 and 2008, reevaluated the district
as R+6. Only 11 other congressional districts had a bigger leftward shift during
this time period.’

The Incumbent: Republican Marilyn Musgrave

Marilyn Musgrave was born and raised in what is now Colorado’s 4th District.
She grew up poor, the daughter of an itinerant meatpacker, and she put herself
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through Colorado State University by waiting tables and cleaning houses. She
and her husband met in Bible camp and attended school together, marrying
soon after college. She worked as a school teacher for a time, and then became
involved with the family's hay farm while they raised four children. Musgrave’s
experiences as an educator, a small businessperson, and a parent would inform
her later career.

Throughout her service as an elected official, Musgrave has focused on social
issues, advocating for a culturally conservative worldview. She first ran for office
in‘a 1991 school board race, winning a seat on the Fort Morgan School Board,
where she distinguished herself through her efforts to instill an abstinence-only
focus in the district’s sex education curriculum. She was then elected to the
Colorado House of Representatives in 1992 and to the state Senate in 1998. In
both chambers, she focused on a number of hot-button social issues, seeking to
limit access to abortion and to allow concealed handguns in public places. Mus-
grave brought much attention to herself, however, through her work to prevent
same-sex couples from marrying or from adopting children.® The state ban on
same-sex matriage that she authored, which was rejected multiple times during
the 1990s by Democratic Governor Roy Romer, ultimately became law with
Republican Governor Bill Owens’s signature in 2000.

She continued work on this controversial issue after her 2002 election to
the U.S. House of Representatives. She was one of the primary House sponsors
of a proposed amendment to the U.S. Constitution that would have instituted
a federal ban on same-sex marriages. In a 2006 speech to the Family Research
Council, Musgrave famously remarked, “As we face the issues that we are fac-
ing today, I don't think there’s anything more important out there than the
marriage issue.” This statement invited criticism during the 2006 contest that
Musgrave was single-mindedly focusing on same-sex marriage at the expense of
more tangible issues important to her district’s voters.”

To judge from interest group ratings, Musgrave maintained a very conserva-
tive voting record throughout most of her tenure in Congress (see Table 6.1).

Table 6.1 Congressional Vote Scores for Marylyn Musgrave, 20032008

Year American Americans for Presidential Party Unity
Conservative Democratic Support
Union Action
2008 87 25 67 97
2007 100 5 88 97
2006 96 0 89 98
2005 100 0 89 98
2004 96 15 85 96
2003 100 0 85 98

Source: 2003-2006 scores from various editions of CQ's Politics in America; 2007-2008 American
Conservative Union (ACU), and Americans for Democratic Action (ADA) scores from
the organization Web sites; 2007-2008 party unity and presidential support scores from cQ
Weekly Report.
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At least during her first two terms in office, the American Conservative Union
(ACU) gave her ratings of close to 100 while her scores from Americans for
Democratic Action remained near zero during this time. She remained a strong
supporter of President Bush, voting with him between 85 and 89 percent of the
time, and she nearly always voted with her party on roll call votes in the House.
Her final term in office gives some evidence of moderation, however, as her
ADA score rose and her ACU and presidential support scores dropped.

Interestingly, when one takes a broader look at her voting record, Musgrave
appears to be somewhat less doctrinaire. Her DW-NOMINATE score® through-
out her three terms in Congress was .663, just slightly more conservative than
fellow Colorado Republican Representative Bob Beauprez of Lafayette and con-
siderably more liberal than Representatives Joel Hefley of Colorado Springs (the
home of the conservative group Focus on the Family) and Tom Tancredo of
Littleton. These scores made her the 42nd most conservative member of Con-
gress in 2003 and 2004; by comparison, Tancredo was the fourth. Even if Mus-
grave’s overall record could be defined as moderate to conservative, it was her
outspoken stances on issues relating to gays and lesbians that drew attention to
her election after election.

Her tenacious focus on same-sex marriage ultimately caught the eye of Colo-
rado’s “Gang of Four,” an informal group of wealthy state Democratic activists
and donors who devote their considerable resources to ousting Republicans from
office and fighting discriminatory initiatives.” The “gang’s” members include Pat
Stryker, the heiress to her family’s medical supply company; computer entre-
preneurs Tim Gill and Rutt Bridges; and businessman Jared Polis, who in 2008
got elected to Congress from Colorado'’s 2nd Congressional District. According
to Jason Thielman, Musgrave’s 2008 campaign manager, Stryker and Gill, in
particular, “made it a personal vendetta [to unseat Musgrave]. They decided it
was their right to determine who would represent the 4th in Congress.”° Indeed,
Stryker donated $175,000 to the Defenders of Wildlife Action Fund, which, in
turn, spent roughly $1.5 million in 2008 to try to remove Musgrave from office.
It is unclear to what extent Gill was involved in this effort.”

Musgrave has not charted the electoral path of the typical member of Con-
gress. While she first took office with 57 percent of the two-party vote, she did
not enjoy the “sophomore surge” experienced by many members during their first
reelection campaigns. Indeed, her share of the vote declined each time she ran.
She won a mere 53 percent of the two-party vote in her 2004 rematch with Stan
Matsunaka, and barely 51 percent in her 2006 battle with Angie Paccione.

“The Challengers: Betsy Markey and The Democrats

In the past, Musgrave’s opponents for the 4th Congressional District seat were
typically chosen for their moderate to liberal credentials. Her opponent in both
2002 and 2004 was Democrat Stan Matsunaka of Loveland, the president of the
state Senate. Matsunaka was every bit as homegrown as Musgrave: his family
had settled in Eastern Colorado a century earlier and he was raised in the rural
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areas of the 4th District. The overall Republican tilt of the district carried Mus-
grave to an easy victory in the 2002 open-seat race, although Martsunaka made
inroads in their 2004 rematch, calling attention to some of Musgrave’s more
provocative statements on same-sex marriage. Musgrave’s 6-point victory that
year was actually the closest electoral margin the district had seen since 1974.
That record was shattered two years later, when Democrat Angie Paccione, a
member of the state House of Representatives, came within 3 percentage points
of unseating Musgrave.

We can evaluate the partisan voting habits of Musgrave’s previous opponents
because they served in Colorado’s state legistature and have roll call voting
records. These roll calls can be aggregated to form W-NOMINATE ideal points
ranging from -1 (the most liberal) to +1 (the most conservative).? Although
these cannot be compared across different chambers or sessions, they are still
helpful in interpreting the basic voting pattern of a legislator.

Matsunaka, Musgrave’s opponent in 2002 and 2004, rated a -455 during the
1999 to 2000 state Senate session. Although this makes him the third most
conservative Democrat in the state Senate during that session, it was still a
relatively liberal course to chart in a district that voted 58 percent to 42 percent
for Bush over Gore in 2000. In the 2003 to 2004 session of the state House,
Angie Paccione, Musgrave’s 2006 opponen, rated an ideal point of -.534, mak-
ing her the 22nd most liberal of the chamber’s 31 Democrats. In short, in a fairly
Republican district, Musgrave was facing off against candidates she could paint
as being to the left of the district’s voters.

The 2006 race was particularly challenging for Musgrave and heartbreaking
for Colorado Democrats. The race was considered a tossup by many leading
political observers. A brutal and expensive advertising war focusing on various
charges of corruption defined the final week of that election, with Musgrave
pulling away in the last few days. Despite Paccione’s loss, the close nature of
the election, and Musgrave’s steadily eroding vote shares over the years sug-
gested to Democrats that the right candidate with enough resources could flip
the district.

[n 2008, three Democratic candidates originally tossed their hats in the ring
for a chance to face Musgrave. While Musgrave's previous opponents were mem-
bers of the state legislature, Betsy Markey had never held public office. Markey
was no stranger to politics, however, having served as U.S. Senator Ken Salazar’s
regional director of Colorado’s north central and eastern plains since early 2005.
This was a position that exposed her to many of the issues facing the voters of
the 4th District. She had addirional prior government experience through her
service with U.S. Senator John Durkin (D-NH) and U.S. Representative Her-
bert Harris (D-VA) after college and her work on computer security at the U.S.
State Department during Ronald Reagan’s second term. She and her husband
chose to leave the Washington, DC area in 1995 to raise their children in Fort
Collins, where she cofounded and ran a successful software company and a cof-
fee shop.
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Many of the district’s prominent Democrats were torn over whether to support
Markey or the previous Democratic nominee, Angie Paccione. Certainly, Pac-
cione had the proper credentials. She was a professor of education at Colorado
State University, served as a state legislator from 2002 to 2006, and had come
within 3 points of unseating Musgrave two years eatlier. With her expanded
name recognition and the increased vulnerability of Musgrave, Paccione looked
like a strong candidate. The 2006 race, however, also brought to the surface a
past bankruptey filing by Paccione that had proven politically damaging, and
many of her supporters were concerned that a 2008 rematch would just produce
the same results.®

A third candidate, Eric Eidsness, also entered the race. He ran in 2006 under
the Reform Party banner, garnering 10 percent of the district’s votes. Eidsness
was a lifelong Republican and a former Reagan administration appointee to the
Environmental Protection Agéncy, but switched his party registration to Demo-
cratic for the 2008 race. A Vietnam veteran, Eidsness was eager to challenge
Musgrave on the basis of her support of the Iraq War.

The nomination battle never went to a primary contest or even a congres-
sional district assembly.* The three Democratic candidates essentially fought it
out through a fundraising and endorsement derby. Paccione, a proficient fund-
raiser, raised roughly $100,000 in the third quarter of 2007, compared to Mar-
key’s $60,000 during the same period. Paccione also boasted the backing of state
Senate President Peter Groff (D-Denver) and former Denver Mayor Wellington
Webb. Although Denver does not lie within the 4th Congressional District,
Webb remains a popular and well-known figure among Democrats throughout
the state. Moreover, the more populous areas of the district are just outside Den-
ver’s city limits. While Markey ran behind Paccione in fundraising, she none-
theless grabbed the endorsements of U.S. Rep. Diana DeGette (D-Denver) and
her former boss Senator Ken Salazar!® Several current and former Democratic
state senators from the region, including Bob Bacon, Peggy Reeves, and Stan
Matsunaka (Musgrave’s opponent in 2002 and 2004), also backed Markey.1¢

Offering some evidence for the idea that endorsements trump money in nom-
inations battles,” Paccione dropped out of the race in September of 2007 to join
the business consulting firm Pathways to Leadership. Eidsness, whose lack of
prominent endorsers and his multiple party affiliations in the previous few years
did little to endear him to the Democratic base, dropped out a week later. This
left Markey with no Democratic opponents and more than a year to introduce
herself to the voters of the 4th District and build a case against the incumbent.

The General Election

From the outset, it looked to be a challenging reelection environment for Mus-
grave. There was only one poll, which was commissioned by the Musgrave cam-
paign and done early in the campaign in March 2008, which showed Musgrave
with a lead; the rest showed Markey with a modest but growing advantage.’® By
June of 2008, the Cook Political Report had shifted its classification of the contest
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from “Lean Republican” to “Tossup.” This was partially due to shifting demo-
graphics and changes in voter registration in the state. It was also partially due
to national events: President Bush and the Republican Party were proving even
less popular overall than they had been two years eatlier.

One of Musgrave’s main tasks in reintroducing herself to the voters of the
4th District was to distance herself from President Bush. She made headlines in
late 2007 by publicly criticizing U.S. progress in the Iraq War. “I'm discouraged,”
said Musgrave. “I do hope we will hear good things from Gen. (David) Petraeus
about the troop surge and what it has done, but I am discouraged.”® In 2008, she
still supported President Bush about two-thirds of the time, but her presidential
support vote scores dropped a whopping 21 points {see Table 6.1). Musgrave,
however, continued to support President Bush’s politically unpopular veto of the
State Children’s Health Insurance Program (SCHIP).?*® This is an important
vote because Democrats had been planning to use it against vulnerable Republi-
cans and had even claimed it was moving poll numbers in other races including
those Michigar’s 9th District as well as in Missouri (9th District) and Virginia
(2nd). In fact, the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee {DCCC)
had begun touting the importance of the SCHIP issue in late 2007. DCCC
Chairman Chris Van Hollen noted in a strategy memo to colleagues in Novem-
ber of 2007, “..vulnerable Republicans who continue to vote in lock step with
George Bush against SCHIP will be held accountable by their constituents.”

Musgrave also sought to bolster her bipartisan credentials by building high
profile ailiances with Democratic lawmakers on the 2007 farm bill and drought
relief programs. She worked with Colorado Democrats to block expansion of the
Army’s Pifion Canyon maneuver site and to designate Rocky Mountain National
Park as a wilderness area.” Quite noticeably, Musgrave changed the tone of her
fundraising appeals, describing her own personal struggles as a means of demon-
strating empathy with voters. References to “radical homosexual leaders,” com-
mon in her appeals in previous campaigns, were nowhere to be seen this time
around.”

After arriving on Capitol Hill in 2003, Musgrave proved that she could be
a strong fundraiser. In the 2004 and 2006 election cycles she raised more than
$3 million. She also spent more than $3 million in each cycle in what turned
out to be hard-fought contests.** As the data in Table 6.2 show, she started 2008
with $1 million cash on hand that she had raised in 2007. Normally, this would
have been a tremendous asset to an incumbent, but 2008 proved to be a difficult
fundraising environment for Republicans. As a result, Musgrave fell behind ber
fundraising marks from 2006”* and raised less money than Markey in the last
three quarters of the year. After July 1, the playing field leveled dramatically
as Musgrave burned through her cash reserves. Overall, Musgrave spent just
under $3 million, which was less than she spent in her successful 2004 and 2006
reelection campaigns.

Markey, meanwhile, having functionally secured the Democratic nomina-
tion in late 2007, was able to start fundraising early for the general election. She
began to see some return on her fundraising efforts in the latter half of 2008,
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raising about $1.8 million. She was better funded than any of Musgrave’s previ-
- ous challengers, able to match Musgrave almost dollar for dollar in spending.
L‘&‘) Qe 9 o 0 o - Overall, she raised nearly $2.9 million.
5 29 S a % &_ 5 Perhaps the bigger story, in terms of campaign expenses, was the indepen-
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on ads attacking Musgrave for supporting auto manufacturers over environmen-
g tal needs.” By October, they had spent $1.16 million on ads against Musgrave.??
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government contracts to Syscom.”> Markey responded by filing suit in the Lar-
imer County district attorney’s office—running false campaign advertisements
is a misdemeanor under state law. That lawsuit was delayed and later dismissed.
Markey’s threats of legal action did lictle to deter Musgrave, who escalated
the attacks in the final weeks of the campaign. Notably, the Musgrave cam-
paign released an ad showing a Markey impersonator hooked up to a lie detector.
When the impersonator denies improperly using her position to channel con-
tracts to her business, a buzzer goes off on the lie detector machine, which reads
out, “False detection.” At no point is the impersonator described as such. The
NRCC released an advertisement that hit on this same theme and included the
line, “Betsy Markey tried to hide the truth from the public, but got caught.”

Bailout Blues

The September collapse of the financial sector marked a politically difficult
moment for many incumbents across the country. The Bush Adminiseration
asked Congress to produce a $700 billion bailout package for various financial
institutions, and worked with congressional leaders of both parties to craft leg-
islation that could pass speedily and prevent further damage to the American
economy.

Polling on the financial bailout suggested that opinions were sharply split,
although virtually all respondents said that something had to be done soon.
Incumbents were left in the difficult position of casting a politically unpopu-
lar vote that nearly everyone would be watching, less than two months from
an election. It is no wonder, then, that the first vote on the bailout failed in
the House. As analyses of the September 29 vote showed, supporters of the bill
were predominately moderates and were not worried about reelection. Oppo-
nents were disproportionately ideologically extreme and were from competitive
districts.® The votes across Colorado reflected these patterns. Rep. Mark Udall
{D-El Dorado Springs), in a tight race for the U.S. Senate seat, voted no. Rep.
Tom Tancredo (R-Littleton), who was retiring from the House, voted yes. Rep.
Diana DeGette (D-Denver), who faced only token opposition in her safe Demo-
cratic district, also voted yes.

Musgrave, a conservative facing a tough reelection race, voted no. “Congress
absolutely needs to listen to the American people,” Musgrave said following
the vote. “The calls into my office were overwhelmingly opposed to this bill.™
Her exposure on this issue was reduced somewhat when her opponent, Markey,
also criticized the bailout, claiming it did not include sufficient protection for
taxpayers.

Although the two candidates roughly agreed on the bailout, the collapse of
the nation’s financial sector had a dramatic effect on the tone of the race. The
economy suddenly became the overwhelming concern among voters, drowning
out all other issues. This tended to work to Musgrave's disadvantage because she
had built her reputation through strong stances on social issues. It also bolstered
Markey, who had released an economic plan in the late spring of 2008. “We
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were well positioned,” says Anne Capara, Markey’s campaign manager; “We'd
built [Markey’s] business credentials [early in the campaign].”™

End Game

Two weeks before the election, the NRCC made a determination to cut off fund-
ing in support of Musgrave’s campaign. This was a powerful signal sent by the
national party, which had spent $1.8 million helping Musgrave defend her seat
two years earlier and had spent nearly a million dollars in the 4th District in
the first half of October 2008 alone. The decision, however, reflected various
political realities. The NROC simply lacked the funds that its Democratic coun-
terpart, the DCCC, was spending across the country. A few weeks earlier, the
NRCC decided to stop spending in open-seat races and to just focus on protect-
ing incumbents. Then it triaged further, deciding which seats it actually had a
chance of holding. To many political observers, the NRCC’s pullout from the
4th District represented the national party’s decision that Musgrave could not
hold the district, and that the money could be better used elsewhere. The
NRCC was forced to take similar action in other congressional races, as well,
which left incumbents to play defense by themselves in the final days of the
campaign.

The final days of the campaign were spent with an odd sort of asymmetry.
Musgrave used her remaining funds on a sharply negative campaign, seeking to
portray Markey as corrupt. Markey conversely went more positive, apparently
believing that her negative ads had done their work and that a victory was likely.
In the last week her ads shifted to a biographical nature, but her ad buy was very
limited.¥ Although few public polls were conducted during the campaign, the
most recent polls suggested Markey had a solid lead. The final two public polls
‘of the campaign, one by SurveyUSA in late August and one by Grove Insight
(commissioned by EMILY's List) in early September, showed Markey with a 7
and a 9-point lead over Musgrave, respectively.

The Results

On Election Day, few were shocked by Markey’s victory, although the size of that
victory proved surprising. Markey won by double digits, taking 56 percent of the
two-party vote. Although Markey only outperformed Musgrave. in three of the
district’s 18 counties {the three largest counties: Weld, Larimer, and Boulder),
she outperformed the 2006 Democratic nominee’s vote share in 13 counties.
Weld County marked a particularly strong victory for Markey; she won it by
5,000 votes, even though it had gone to the Republican by 7,000 votes just two
years earlier and even though McCain beat Obama in the county by 10 percent-
age points.

Figure 6.1 provides some evidence of Markey's exceptional performance,
showing how she did in each of the 4th District’s counties as compared to Barack
Obama's vote totals in the presidential campaign. The diagonal line marks the
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Figure 6.1 Obama and Matkey performances by county in Colorado's 4th Congressional
District, 2008. Note: Data points are weighted by the size of the 4th Congressional Dis-
trict electorate from each county. The diagonal line is the Obama=Markey line.

Markey-Obama line, meaning that any county above the line is one in which
Markey's share of the vote was greater than Obama’s. With the exception of
Baca, Bent, Boulder, and Otero counties, Markey consistently outperformed
Obama across the district in both moderate and conservative counties. District-
wide, Markey ran 8 points ahead of Obama in what turned out to be the second
biggest drubbing of an incumbent member of Congress in 2008.38

Markey’s large victory margin appears attributable, in part, to both her pro-
digious fundraising and to her widespread campaigning, which improved Demo-
cratic performance even in the more rural areas of the district. According to
University of Northern Colorado political scientist Steve Mazurana, “Marilyn
[Musgrave] didn't seem to work very hard during the campaign, while Betsy
[Markey] was in more places and talked to more people.... She went door-to-
door in these rural areas and small towns, and that means a lot to people who
live there.™

According to Markey’s campaign manager, Anna Capara, part of the rea-
son that Markey ran well ahead of Obama throughout the district was that
the campaign maintained its own field organization separate from that of the
Obama campaign or the state Democratic Party.® The 4th Congressional Dis-
trict, Capara notes, was not a target-rich environment for Obama or Democratic
Senate candidate Mark Udall, who .were seeking to win statewide, because it
was predominately rural and relatively conservative. Markey, however, targeted
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independents and even disaffected Republicans, and her campaign hired Wendy
How, an experienced field organizer with the Service Employees International
Union (SEIU), to run its grasstoots effort. “We relentlessly pursued people we
thought would be ticket splitters,” says Capara#

By the beginning of the summer of 2008, says Capara, the campaign realized
that “what we have to do is pretty much never talk to a Democrat ever again.”
They made a particular focus on small, rural towns, identifying local opinion
leaders and trying to arrange for them to have 15-minute meetings with Markey.
In these meetings, says Capara, “nine times out of ten, I was getting a voter.™

It is difficult to say how much Markey’s strategy ended up mattering. Markey
improved on the performance of Paccione, the Democratic nominee two years
earlier, almost uniformly throughout the district. We can see evidence of this in
Figure 6.2, a scatter plot of Musgrave’s share of the two-party vote in the coun-
ties of the 4th Congressional District in 2006 and 2008. A diagonal line marks
the 2006-2008 demarcation; if a county appears above the line, Musgrave did
better in 2008 than she did two years earlier. In this plot, the county data points
are weighted by the size of the 2008 electorate.

As the figure shows, Musgrave lost ground throughout the district between
the two elections, although her vote share was up in a few counties. Her improve-
ments over 2006 came exclusively in smaller counties. The three largest coun-
ties were not only the most liberal in the district, but also became less supportive
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Figure 6.2 Musgrave two-party vote share by county, 2006 and 2008. Note: Data points

are weighted by the size of the 4th Congressional District electorate from each county.
The diagonal line is the 2006=2008 line.
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of her between 2006 and 2008. Growth of these larger, more Democratic coun-
ties made the overall district even more hostile to Musgrave. This shift is also
evidenced by the fact that George W. Bush beat John Kerry in this district 58 to
42 percent in 2004, but in 2008 John McCain only topped Barack Obama there
by one percentage point. Even with this leftward shift in the district, however,
Markey still made a substantial improvement over her Democratic predecessors:
Musgrave ran 5 points behind the Republican presidential nominee in 2004 and
7 points behind him 2008.

The implication of this is twofold: First, Musgrave was never a great fit for the
4th District. The fact that she consistently ran behind the Republican presiden-
tial vote and that her vote share declined as her constituents got to know her
better—the opposite trends from those of most members of Congress-—suggest
that her tenure was always in danger. Second, while the 4th remains a conserva-
tive district, it is growing steadily more moderate as outsiders flood into its more
urbanized counties, which made it more difficult for her to defend her seat. All
this is to say that characteristics of both the incumbent and the district con-
tributed significantly to the outcome of the 2008 race, apart from any actions or
strategic decisions by the two campaigns.

That said, the challenger’s campaign was unusually disciplined and well-
endowed, achieving what other experienced Democratic candidates could not
do. Colorado’s 4th District is surely near the top of the list of districts that Repub-
licans wiil be seeking to take back in the 2010 midterm elections. Democrats are
~ liable to face a difficult midterm election nationwide, as the president’s party
often does, and the district’s conservative stripes will likely make this a difficult
district for the Democrats to defend. It is additionally possible, should concerns
over the national economy wane, that divisive social issues will reemerge that
undermine Markey’s 2008 winning coalition. Yet, Republican hopes for retak-
ing the district are surely tempered by Markey’s performance against a tenacious
incumbent in 2008.
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7 Campaigning Against the
Uncontrollable

Sununu vs. Shaheen in New
Hampshire’s Senate Race

Andrew E. Smith and Dante J. Scala

For John Sununu, playing offense was a cakewalk, compared to playing defense.
In 2002, en route to becoming a senator at the age of 38, Sununu went on the
offensive not once, but twice. The son of a former New Hampshire governor,
who had also been George H. W. Bush’s chief of staff, Sununu served three terms
as a U.S. House member before taking on a member of his own party, Senator
Bob Smith, for the Republican nomination in the 2002 U.S. Senate race. Smith
had angered many Republicans in New Hampshire by making an abortive run
for President in 2000, then resigning from the Republican Party before eventu-
ally returning! In a September primary, Sununu defeated Smith by a margin of
54 to 45 percent, and then had to quickly pivot to face a formidable challenger:
Jeanne Shaheen, a moderate Democratic three-term governor. Sununu was out-
spent by his opponent in a race that many saw as a possible Democratic pickup,
but nevertheless won in 2002 by a 51 percent to 47 percent margin.

After running such a gauntlet to gain his seat in the Senate, one might think
that Sununu could not help but have an easier time defending it, especially in a
rematch against a candidate he had defeated once already. Indeed, in his reelec-
tion bid Sununu performed as well among different partisari groups in the New
Hampshire electorate as he did six years earlier. Sununu slightly increased his
vote share among Republicans (from 83 to 86%) and independents {from 19 to
32%), and did not lose too many votes among Democrats {(falling from 11 to 7%),
according to final polls from the University of New Hampshire Survey Cen-
ter. Nevertheless, on election night 2008, Sununu found himself on the losing
end of a 7-point loss to his longtime rival, Shaheen. In this chapter, we explore
the dynamics of the 2008 rematch between these two political heavyweights
and shed some light on what made playing defense so much more difficult for
Sununu than offense.

The Changing Political Environment of New Hampshire

New Hampshire is a small New England stare with a population of just 1.3
million, but it has political influence far greater than its size, largely due to hold-
ing the first presidential primary in the nation. Its population is almost entirely
White (96% of the adult population), and generally prosperous, with the sixth



