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ABSTRACT 

 

 

  Elections are nonlinear and consist of a series of people, companies, organizations, and 

money that constantly interact with and adapt to one another as circumstances change and 

coevolve. The political network in the 2012 Republican Primary was extremely complex, with 

numerous divisive issues and a general lack of agreement among candidates. It begs the 

question: How could the support bases of the original Republican candidates come to consensus 

and converge behind the candidate that was eventually chosen to represent the Republican Party, 

given the complexity of relationships and widely differing ideologies of the Republican base?  

By using social network analysis to examine the structure of two different politically oriented 

networks, staff and donors, this thesis explores whether network structure led to convergence 

behind one candidate. It concludes that lack of convergence and a dearth of cross-cutting ties in 

the Romney campaign could explain why the Republican voter base lacked passion and the 

requisite ground support needed to prevail in the general election. In other words, regardless of 

financial contributions, if there is no ideological convergence, the “Last Man Standing” may 

very well not win – even against an unpopular incumbent.  
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Chapter One: Introduction 

 

Historically, national and state elections have been influenced heavily by traditional and 

predictable deep-pocket political stakeholders who have the money to fund their agendas through 

donations to candidates’ campaigns. For example, records from the Federal Election 

Commission show that the astounding majority of monetary donations in federal elections have 

come from large individual contributions. Specifically, these records show that from 1990-2002 

“0%” of individuals donated more than $1,000 to political candidates. In the last decade, fewer 

than .5% of individuals donated over $200 to political candidates (Center for Responsive 

Politics, 2012a). Notwithstanding these numbers, in 2008, $5.3 billion was spent on federal 

elections alone. As these figures indicate, only a tiny portion of the population has made huge 

contributions to campaign coffers.  

Today, however, new factors are contributing increasingly to the complexity and 

unpredictability of election outcomes. For example, seemingly arising out of nowhere, the Tea 

Party had a monumental influence on the 2010 elections, effectively unseating multiple 

Democratic and some Republican candidates, including several incumbents. Similarly, the 2010 

Supreme Court decision in Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission gave corporations 

essentially the same rights to political speech as individuals and eliminated most restrictions on 

corporate spending in elections. Further, two months later, a DC Appellate Court applied 

Citizens United to their ruling in SpeechNOW.org v. Federal Election Commission, holding that 

PACs that do not make contributions directly to candidates, parties, or other PACs can accept 

and spend unlimited donations for independent political speech.  
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The 2012 election will mark the first Presidential election cycle since the creation of the 

Tea Party and the decision in Citizens United as well as the first election since the 2010 revision 

of the Republican Party rules allowing the proportional allocation of delegates for states that hold 

primaries before April 1. Previously, the rules had provided for a “winner take-all” system for 

the delegates in state primaries, which made it possible for a candidate to clench the nomination 

early in the process. This change in the rules made it difficult for one candidate to guarantee the 

nomination early in the election and contributed to candidates remaining in the race longer on 

average than they had in previous years. The continued presence of various candidates in the race 

resulted in increased ideas, support groups, and media attention, further contributing to the 

complexity of the election outcome. 

Although all of the Republican candidates in the 2012 primaries were united by some 

similarities by virtue of their party affiliation, they also had different ideas that made each 

candidate unique.  For example, when Rick Perry voiced his opposition to building a fence along 

the Texas/Mexico border, Mitt Romney, Michelle Bachmann, and Jon Huntsman voiced bitter 

disagreement, Huntsman going so far as to call Perry’s position “treasonous” (Gomez, 2011). 

However, while Bachmann may have agreed with Romney in opposition to Perry’s immigration 

stance, she was quick to criticize Romney for his “flip-flopping” and for his role in 

Massachusetts’ state-mandated health care (Bingham, 2011). While each of the candidates 

agreed with other nominee hopefuls on some points, there were also many ideological 

differences that substantially divided them. During the primary, it was difficult to see how these 

seemingly disparate groups could ever unite behind the eventual chosen Republican candidate.  
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Given the atypical nature of the 2012 Republican Primary, the relationships and 

processes were extremely complex. Complex problems, like elections, are those for which no 

one can predict an outcome and for which no one entity is in control (Stacey, 1996, 2000). 

Elections are nonlinear and consist of a series of people, companies, institutions, organizations, 

and money that constantly interact with and adapt to one another as circumstances change and 

coevolve (Barder, 2012; Stacey, 1996). They are difficult to predict and often bring surprises. 

For example, Governor Rick Perry was expected to win the September 2011 Florida straw poll, 

but Herman Cain won instead (Farrington & Fineout, 2011). After the poll, Florida Governor 

Rick Scott predicted that Cain would go on to win the Republican nomination and the 

Presidency, but Cain’s campaign ended less than three months later (Farrington & Fineout, 

2011). Such erroneous predictions were rampant throughout the primary, showing the 

unpredictability and complexity of election outcomes. 

Complexity science has evolved to include the science of networks to evaluate the 

emergence and evolution of complex problems in a nonlinear way. Networks have typically been 

viewed as a means to cut across complexity in myriad ways, allowing people to work their way 

through the layers of evolution within complex systems. According to the literature, networks 

also play a role in the convergence of ideas (Buchanan, 2002; Collins, 2002). In the 2012 

Republican primary, there were eleven ideas and eleven networks supporting those ideas.  

In a political network, however, there is a limited amount of attention that can be given to 

each candidate (Collins, 2002). The numerous divisive issues and the general lack of agreement 

among candidates complicated the predictability of the primary.  It begs the question: How could 

these disparate groups come to consensus behind the candidate that eventually was chosen to 
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represent the Republican Party, given the complexity of relationships and widely differing 

ideologies of the Republican base? Were they able to come to consensus and converge? 

Specifically, how can we trace such convergence to understand how the support bases of the 

original Republican Presidential candidates unified behind the single candidate that was 

ultimately chosen to run in the general election?  

This thesis addresses this question. It will do so, employing a network analysis.   

Complex problems, such as elections, are conducive to a network approach. By analyzing the 

structure of two different politically oriented networks, I will determine whether network 

structure led to convergence behind one candidate. 

 To this end, the next Chapter identifies and describes complexity as it relates to elections.  

It explores the literature regarding convergence in complex systems and identifies and describes 

complexity as it relates to elections. It conceptualizes elections as coevolving, complex systems, 

describing the various factors contributing to their eventual outcomes. Chapter Two concludes 

with the proposition that a structural perspective is the best way to understand convergence in 

complex political systems 

Chapter Three illustrates the complexity of events leading up to the Republican Primary, 

specifically August 30, 2011 through August 30, 2012, the date that Mitt Romney was 

announced as the Republican Presidential candidate. It will identify the disparate ideological 

bases of the candidates and will explain the difficulty in uniting such incongruent groups behind 

one candidate. In Chapter Four, I will present my data in the form of graphs and affiliation 

matrices. In Chapter Five, I will analyze and draw conclusions from my data as well as identify 

limitations, raise existing questions, and discuss implications for future research.  



 

5 

 

Chapter Two: Literature Review 

 

Chapter One characterized the complex and unpredictable nature of the 2012 Republican 

Primary and identified a few of the myriad factors contributing to its outcome. This Chapter 

explores the literature regarding convergence in complex systems and identifies and describes 

complexity as it relates to elections. It conceptualizes elections as coevolving, complex systems, 

describing the various factors contributing to their eventual outcomes.  It concludes with the 

proposition that a structural perspective is the best way to understand convergence in complex 

political systems. 

Complexity 

 Complexity has traditionally been difficult to study, due to the changing nature of the 

components that comprise complex systems. Each component in a complex system has distinct 

aspects that make it unique, but each piece changes with the others as they coevolve (Waldrop, 

1993). Despite these difficulties, a definition for complexity has emerged over time. 

“Complexity is the study of systems consisting of a large number of agents who 

interact with each other to produce adaptive survival strategies for themselves, 

and hence for the system, or parts thereof, that they belong to” (Stacey, 1996, p. 

19). 

Today, researchers characterize complex systems as environments that have many 

interdependent agents interacting with each other in myriad ways to produce unexpected results 

(Stacey, 1996; Waldrop, 1993). When studying complex systems, researchers examine 

interdependent actors and data about relationships rather than data about individual attributes of 



 

6 

 

actors (Kahler, 2009). The richness of these relationships and their resulting interactions causes 

the system to adapt, learn, self-organize, and coevolve (Waldrop, 1993).  

 Complexity science takes all aspects of a system into account, often examining 

components from the bottom up to understand the coevolving intricacies that comprise the 

system as a whole (Johnson, 2002). Johnson cites Jane Jacobs’ study of city life to illustrate an 

example of a complex “global order built out of local interactions” (Johnson, 2002, p. 39). In a 

city, people, organizations, buildings, sidewalks, businesses, and leaders combine in complex 

ways to form that city’s culture and way of life. One could not study any one of a city’s 

components in isolation; rather, one must examine how all the pieces work together and 

coevolve. Further, Jacobs argued that to truly understand a city, one must look not at the leaders 

and governance structures but at the residents of the neighborhoods and the people on the 

sidewalks (Jacobs, 1961).  Studying a city from the bottom-up enables the researcher to 

understand forces that create norms, unplanned neighborhood characteristics, demographic 

clusters, and local interaction (Jacobs, 1961; Johnson, 2002).  

 Another example of a complex system is the human brain, comprised of many living cells 

and neurons that constantly interact with each other. Microscopic axons and dendrites connect 

nerve cells that allow us to move, speak, and figure out problems (Johnson, 2002). Just as the 

components of a city are connected, the parts of the brain are interconnected through thousands 

of neurons that reach out in many directions simultaneously (Johnson, 2002). Likewise, much 

like the unplanned characteristics of a city, the interconnected workings of the brain result in a 

person’s personality, consciousness, temperament, and a vast array of other complex personal 

characteristics that result from the many pieces of the brain working together in complex ways.   
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 In a similar fashion, political systems are complex environments that are shaped both 

from the top down and the bottom up (Waldrop, 1993). They are constantly changing, 

continually adapting to an ever-evolving environment, reacting to changes in the system, and 

operating on the edge of chaos – all within the confines of traditional feedback and regulation 

(Buchanan, 2002; Waldrop, 1993). While candidates are the actors that the public sees most 

often, other actors play a key role in shaping the course of elections. Complex results can come 

from simple components that are not even aware of how their behavior influences the overall 

system (Kahler, 2009; Waldrop, 1993). Agents and relationships at one level build on each other 

to create new levels of the system and new, more complex interactions (Monge & Contractor, 

2003; Waldrop, 1993). Actors can include voters, campaign staff, media pundits, and even 

donors to political campaigns.  At each level of interaction and organization, new properties 

appear and new rules and generalizations come into play as the system changes and adapts 

(Monge & Contractor, 2003; Waldrop, 1993). Thus, even a primary election (as opposed to a 

general election) has an impact on the climate of the political ecosystem.  

Much of the previous research regarding complexity and convergence in elections has 

centered on electoral competitions between two candidates of opposing parties. In contrast, very 

little research focuses on the complex nature of primaries. A primary is an election within a party 

that selects a nominee to run against the opposing party’s nominee in the general election 

(Burden, 2004). Primaries are unique because the population involved in these elections is 

generally more “diehard” and “extreme” than the population involved in the general elections 

(Brady, Han, & Pope, 2007; Burden, 2004). Such partisan groups add to the complexity of 

primary elections due to the intraparty tension that results from groups vehemently supporting 
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the candidate whose policies are closest to their particular views (Brady, Han,  & Pope, 2007; 

Grofman, 2004). When party members passionately support one candidate, they do so at the 

expense of other candidates. If another candidate wins the party nomination, such groups are left 

with two options: support the party’s chosen candidate or discontinue support for the party—a 

Hobson’s choice (Grewal, 2008). 

Complex problems, such as elections, are those for which no one can predict an outcome 

and for which no one entity is in control (Stacey, 1996, 2000). Elections are complex because 

they are nonlinear and consist of a series of people, companies, institutions, organizations, and 

money that constantly interact with and adapt to one another as circumstances change and 

coevolve (Barder, 2012; Stacey, 1996). Thus, their evolution cannot be predicted, and often 

brings surprises. Given the atypical nature of the 2012 Republican Primary, the relationships and 

processes were extremely complex and uncertain. 

The behavior of individuals is one variable that adds to the complexity of election 

systems. Actors seeking their own purposes may in fact alter the nature of the entire network 

(Diani & McAdam, 2003; Golub & Jackson, 2010).  For example, when Newt Gingrich’s 

campaign manager, Rob Johnson, and his spokesman, Rick Tyler, resigned in June of 2011, 

many other campaign staffers resigned as well. Further, the resignation of Tyler and Johnson 

prompted speculation that both men may have resigned in order to support a potential 

presidential bid by Texas Governor Rick Perry (Cameron & Brown, 2011). Two months later, 

Governor Perry announced his candidacy with Johnson as his campaign manager. However, 

Tyler went on to work for the pro-Gingrich Super PAC Winning Our Future as one of Gingrich’s 

most staunch supporters, viciously attacking Romney’s history and policies. As this situation 



 

9 

 

indicates, the activity of individuals can both impact the network’s structure and also signal 

coming changes within the network. 

The behavior of the networks themselves is another variable that adds to the complexity 

of elections. Specifically, within the Republican Primary, there were eleven different candidates 

with eleven different networks of support.  Those support networks enabled candidates to gain 

attention of media and donors as well as to bring volunteers and new members into those 

respective networks. The networks also enabled candidates to spread their messages to the 

public. However, as each candidate dropped out of the race, that candidate’s support network 

dispersed into the many individuals that constituted it. Some of those individuals went to other 

campaigns, while some dropped out of the election network altogether.  

To capture the changing network landscape, it is useful to conceptualize the Republican 

Party as an organizational field. An organizational field constitutes interdependent networks of 

actors and organizations that, when working together, make up a self-contained system 

(DiMaggio & Powell, 1991; Fligstein, 2001; Scott, 2001). In turn, organizational fields can be 

made up of a number of subfields. Within the Republican Party, the networks that comprised 

candidate support bases can be viewed as subfields.  Organizational fields provide stability for 

the members of the field, but they also create a space for competition for access to attention and 

resources. Having their own rules and controls, they are spaces for contests of power (Fligstein, 

2001; White, 1992). Generally, the most powerful actors within a field set the rules, define 

boundaries, and delineate the relationships of actors within the system, while weaker parties 

accept their position due to the benefits that come from being a member (Fligstein, 2001: 

Fligstein & Brantley, 1992). 
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By applying the concept of organizational fields to the Republican Party, we can better 

trace the roles of actors within election networks. Researchers have stated that the most powerful 

incumbents control the network in an organizational field, setting the rules and defining roles and 

relationships (Fligstein, 2001: Fligstein & Brantley, 1992). For example, having been a previous 

Presidential candidate, Mitt Romney had the name recognition and the power of an “incumbent” 

of Presidential campaigns. Conversely, Gary Johnson, who has never run for President, has little 

national name recognition, and was excluded from nearly all the Republican Primary debates. 

While Romney eventually secured the Republican Party’s nomination, his selection was not 

predictable; rather it was a unique result of the interaction of various parts of the Republican 

organizational field. 

Emergence 

The consequences of network interactions and co-evolutionary adaptations within an 

organizational field give rise to emergent outcomes. (Barder, 2012; Diana & McAdam, 2003 

Stacey, 1996). According to Johnson, it is emergence that allows small-scale components to 

organize into higher levels of networks with increased sophistication (2002). Importantly, as he 

notes, emergence materializes from the bottom up so that seemingly random relationships and 

connections with others can improve learning, efficiency, and access to resources within a 

network (Johnson, 2002).  

By examining how network patterns in the organizational field of the Republican, 

primary election process lead to emergent outcomes, we can better find reason in what often 

appears to be chaos and noise. Emergence is an important concept because it helps one to 

identify network patterns (Johnson, 2002). Because interaction among components is nonlinear, 
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it is difficult to predict emergent outcomes in complex systems, but understanding network 

patterns can foster understanding of why a particular outcome emerged from a seemingly chaotic 

situation (Stacey, 1996). Finding patterns in the lower levels of the system can help one to 

understand the building blocks for emergent outcomes at higher levels (Johnson, 2002). For 

example, “cells make tissues, tissues make organs, and organs make organisms” (Johnson, 2002, 

p. 169). In other works by understanding the pieces, we can gain a greater understanding of the 

whole. 

Networks 

Complexity science employs the study of networks to explore emergent phenomena and 

complex problems, such as elections, in a nonlinear way from the bottom up. Network theory 

provides the framework to study the finite structures within a network to generate a picture of the 

existing and emergent properties of the overall network. Studies show that network processes 

and properties have causal power and impact outcomes in unexpected ways (Buchanan, 2002; 

Johnson, 2002; Hafner-Burton & Montgomery, 2009). By leveraging network theory to study 

complexity and emergent outcomes, one can find order in what appears to be chaos. 

Hence, one way to capture the complexity of the electoral process, and examine the 

relationship among individuals and ideas, is to study it through the lens of social network 

analysis. Using the methodology of social network analysis allows the researcher to examine 

both the actors (nodes) and the relationships (links) within a network, and thereby determine the 

impact that the structure of the network has upon social outcomes (Buchanan, 2002). It also 

allows the researcher to capture the evolution of the network over time (Buchanan, 2002; Kahler, 

2009). Social network analysis can be conducted at different levels within the network to 
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examine the relationships and emergent properties as the network actors coevolve (Monge and 

Contractor, 2003; Brass et al., 2004; Rivera, et al., 2010). This methodology allows the 

researcher to identify important patterns and meaning where none were apparent before 

(Buchanan, 2002).  

Social network analysis is especially useful for finding hidden order within patterns of 

relationships. As Buchanan notes, some of the “deepest truths of our world” may be truths about 

organization rather than truths about the specific actors that constitute a network or 

organizational field (Buchanan, 2002 p. 19). In keeping with this notion, Cross and Parker have 

used social network analysis to illustrate how work really gets done in organizations (2004). 

They found that information in organizations actually travels through informal relationships at a 

much greater rate than through the hierarchical organizational chart that leaders often consult to 

determine work flow. They found that to understand how a company works and shares 

information and resources, it is more important to understand informal relationships than formal, 

organizationally prescribed ones (Cross & Parker, 2004). 

Cross and Parker’s study parallels Granovetter’s seminal paper in social network 

analysis, which explored the role of networks in finding employment (1973).  In that paper, 

Granovetter contended that, when exploring employment opportunities, it is more beneficial to 

work through weak ties (acquaintances) than through strong ties (close friends or family) 

(Grannovetter, 1973). He also argued that the most crucial links in a network are brokers, or 

bridges, that serve as connectors between strongly linked groups (Grannovetter, 1973). When 

individuals regularly interact with the same people, they are subject to the same ideas and 
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resources. On the other hand, when they connect with outside groups through weak links, they 

are exposed to new ideas, information, and opportunities (Grannovetter, 1973). 

Brokers serve as the weak links that connect clusters in the network. While social 

systems are comprised of clusters of connected people, there are often clusters in the network 

that remain unconnected. The absences of ties between clusters are called structural holes, and 

brokers serve the role of connecting those clusters (Burt, 2005; Narayan, 2001). Brokers stand at 

the intersections of unconnected clusters and create value by providing connections between 

otherwise disparate groups (Burt, 2005; Narayan, 2001). Without brokers, the network would fall 

apart into separate pieces with no connections to tie them together (Burt, 2005).  

By examining brokers in a network, one can gain an understanding of which actors have 

access to both information and resources (Lazer & Friedman, 2007). As advanced by Burt, 

information “will circulate within groups before it circulates between groups” (2001, p. 205).  

The same is true for resources in a network (Lin, 2001). Citing Granovetter (1973), Deepa 

Narayan points to the “strength of weak ties” to explain the importance of cross-cutting 

relationships for sharing information and resources (Narayan 1999, p. 9). Since no new 

information or resources will be available if a group only maintains contacts within that 

particular group, weak ties with other networks are necessary to reach across both geographical 

and ideological boundaries to tap into other potential resources. 

Brokers play an important role in increasing social capital between networks because 

they provide the links for sharing ideas and resources. Bordieu defines social capital as “the 

aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are linked…to membership in a group” 

(1986, p. 248). Others emphasize that people who are better connected within a network 
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generally experience better returns because resources within social networks can be mobilized 

for the success of actors who are well-connected within a network structure (Burt, 2005; Lin, 

2001). The volume of social capital that a given actor possesses depends on the size of the 

network, the number of connections, and the resources that can be mobilized by the network 

(Bordieu, 1986). 

With regard to social capital, the concepts of bonding and bridging are keys to 

understanding how the theory plays out in practice. “Bonding” refers to the dense connections 

within a particular group, while “bridging” refers to the ties that connect one group to another 

group (Narayan 1999, p. 1).  Bonding allows actors to build connections within the same group, 

while bridging enables a group to develop links with other social groups that may differ in access 

to resources or information. Bridging, the role played by network brokers, provides a network 

with the means to exchange information and pool resources with other networks with similar 

values and goals. Within such networks, structural position is important because it determines 

the extent to which a group has access to new ideas and resources. 

In political environments, where participants need fast, reliable information, brokers play 

an important role in mobilizing resources and facilitating information exchange between groups 

(Collins, 2002; Kahler, 2009). Brokers also serve as key players in political networks because 

they impact the synthesis of ideas and convergence of support.  

Convergence 

According to the literature, networks play a role in the convergence, or melding, of ideas 

(Buchanan, 2002; Collins, 2002; Golub & Jackson, 2010; Pollitt, 2001). In the 2012 Republican 

primary, there were eleven ideas and eleven networks supporting those ideas. In a political 
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network, however, there is a limited amount of attention that can be given to each candidate 

(Sigelman & Buell, 2004; Collins, 2002). First movers with a particular idea attain the greatest 

advantage and draw attention away from other nodes in the network (Buchanan, 2002; Collins, 

2002). Collins argues that the attention space in any idea network is structurally limited to a 

finite number of 3-6 individuals, and the rest will fall out of focus and lose capital within the 

network (2002). At any time, if one node is not in the “lead,” his or her structural possibilities 

and options to garner support will “close down” (Collins, 2002 p. 75). Each time that the 

attention focus materially changes, there is a new “partitioning of the intellectual space” resulting 

in emergent properties and a shift in network structure (Collins 2002 p. 94).  

Like Collins, Waldman and Jamieson argue that each presidential campaign centers on no 

more than three issues (2006). They further argue that political actors continually work to focus 

the public’s attention on the topics that the actor believes will garner public support (Waldman & 

Jamieson, 2006). Combining Waldman and Jamieson’s ideas with Collins’ premise that attention 

space is limited to three individuals explains why some candidates and ideas must leave the race 

to allow others the space to compete for attention. As candidates drop out of the race, support 

bases reconcile the defeat of the candidate they support and make decisions about who to support 

next (Cigler & Getter, 1977).  

Collins points out that, in an ideological debate, similar ideas and innovativeness are split 

on “exploitable lines of opposition” enabling similar ideas to compete (Collins, 2002, p. 6).   The 

Republican primaries created the space for such an ideological debate for two reasons. First, the 

ideas of the candidates, while different, were similar enough to unite them under the umbrella of 

Republican ideology. Secondly, candidates needed to differentiate their ideas enough to compete 
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against other similarly situated individuals. As such, those lines of disagreement were “prized 

possessions” as they allowed contestants to win the focus of attention from other competitors, 

thus restructuring the network itself (Collins, 2002, p. 6). Without differing ideas, candidates 

would be “echoing” each other’s positions instead of offering voters different choices and 

distinguishing themselves from their competitors (Sigelman & Buell, 2004).  

With regard to disparate ideas, Collins draws on Simmel’s paradigm to illustrate the idea 

that conflict from competing ideas can increase both solidarity and conformity within a network 

(2002). Similarly, Waldrop posits that competition can provide a strong base for cooperation, as 

actors develop alliances and relationships for mutual gain (1993). Small disagreements are 

ignored and positions are forced to compromise and join together against the outside “other” of 

opposition (Collins, 2002). Based on this premise, it would appear that, as Republican candidates 

dropped out of the 2012 Primaries, their support bases united with similar support bases in 

opposition to candidates holding drastically different positions. Further, logic would dictate that, 

once Romney was selected to be the Republican Nominee at the 2012 Republican National 

Convention, any remaining support bases for other candidates necessarily had to unite behind 

Romney in opposition of the Democratic candidate who posed a much greater threat to 

Republican ideology than did other schools of thought within the network of the Republican 

Party itself. 

As we have seen in complex systems, order comes through “spontaneous organization 

that produce[s] emergent outcomes” (Stacey, 1996, p. 13). When left to organize themselves, 

agents in a coevolving system can produce unpredictable outcomes from what appears to be 

chaos (Stacey, 1996). Not surprisingly, then, convergence can occur at different times and at 
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different levels of the network (Pollitt, 2001). This thesis will explore two networks in the 2012 

Republican Primary and will analyze the flows that resulted network convergence (or non-

convergence) behind the candidate ultimately chosen to run in the general election.  

The first network I will examine is campaign staff. Staff networks and their members 

serve as brokers between candidates and a wide array of actors, including media, donors, 

campaign events, and the general public. Movement of staff from one candidate’s campaign to 

another campaign results in the movement of ideas. As advanced by Powell and DiMaggio, 

professional staffers are exposed to ideas, learn from their employers, and undergo a certain level 

of institutionalization and training within their jobs (1991). When they leave for another position, 

they carry the ideas and training with them to their new organization (Pollit, 2001; Powell & 

DiMaggio, 1991).  As each candidate dropped out of the race, his or her staff often moved to 

another campaign, presumably bringing ideas and support to their new employers. The shifting 

campaign staff may evidence the manner in which ideas and positions became united behind one 

candidate.   

Financial actors also serve as important brokers in political networks, specifically the 

PACs and Super PACs. In fact, when one candidate receives more funding, that candidate may 

be able to receive even more donations, in what researchers call a cascade effect (Easley, 2010). 

A cascade happens when individuals see the actions of others and then make their choices based 

on what others are doing. Easely uses the example of diners in a restaurant; if one sees two 

Restaurants (A and B) and Restaurant A is crowded but Restaurant B is empty, the diner will 

most likely choose to eat at Restaurant A based on the choices of the other diners (2010). 

Similarly, Newt Gingrich enjoyed a cascade in funding when he was the lead Republican 
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candidate. As a result of the momentum he gained on the campaign trail and in debates, his 

campaign received more donations in the month of November than in all the previous months put 

together (Federal Election Commission; Bohn, 2011). This boost in funding may have allowed 

him to remain in the race longer, making the eventual outcome of the election more complex. 

In like manner, financial actors may have served as important brokers between support 

bases in the Republican primary. By connecting donors with the candidates and political 

platforms that those donors want to support, PACs and Super PACs connect and control the flow 

of money to candidates and campaigns. Different interest groups contribute to candidates whose 

views are most in line with that group’s cause, and increased funding can translate into more 

support (Grofman, 2004).  As candidates dropped out of the race, the shifting patterns of funding 

may have played a role in Republican support base closer together. 

Research Question 

I hypothesize that convergence in the Republican Party can be traced using a network 

perspective, even in the case of eleven disparate ideological groups. Given the turbulence within 

the Republican primary, I will limit my investigation to the Republican Party and the support 

bases of the eleven Republican candidates that were still in the race on August 30, 2011: 

Michelle Bachmann, Herman Cain, Jon Huntsman, Gary Johnson, Newt Gingrich, Thaddeus 

McCotter, Ron Paul, Rick Perry, Buddy Roemer, Mitt Romney, and Rick Santorum. 

I will conduct research in two phases to answer the following overarching question: How 

could eleven disparate groups come to consensus behind the candidate that eventually was 

chosen to represent the Republican Party, given the complexity of relationships and widely 

differing ideologies of the Republican base? Were they able to come to consensus and converge? 
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Specifically, how can we trace such convergence to understand how the support bases of the 

original Republican Presidential candidates unified behind the single candidate that was 

ultimately chosen to run in the general election? Complex problems, like elections, are usefully 

studied by examining networks. By analyzing two different politically oriented networks, I plan 

to identify network flows and a convergence of the factors that led to the emergence of united 

support behind one candidate. 

To answer my research question, I will consider two networks of political activity: 

campaign staff and campaign donors. To this end, I will first use social network analysis to 

analyze the affiliations of candidate staff over time to determine the movement of staff among 

campaigns, and to investigate staff members’ roles in facilitating convergence behind one 

candidate. Secondly, I will examine networks of campaign funding to compare PAC spending 

among candidates and to identify the candidate(s) to which PACs were linked during the election 

primaries.  

By examining these two different networks, I will explore whether disparate perspectives 

were able to come together in synthesis behind a single philosophy. As stated by Granovetter 

with regard to networks, “Small scale interaction becomes translated into large scale 

patterns…these, in turn, feed back into small groups” (Granovetter 1973, p. 1360). By examining 

brokerage in two different politically oriented networks, I will be looking first at the small-scale 

interactions of brokers in the networks and then at the convergence of those networks to explore 

how brokered resources and information is translated into the large-scale emergence of a united 

support base behind one candidate.  
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Methodology 

For the first segment of data collection, I will use social network analysis to explore the 

affiliations of candidate staff over time to determine movement of staff among campaigns and to 

investigate convergence of staff members behind one candidate. To do this, I will examine 

campaign staff records compiled by Democracy in Action and will develop a matrix of the 

affiliation network of each candidate. Democracy in Action is an independent news source 

whose members have complied cursory lists of candidate staff from Presidential campaigns from 

1992 through the 2012 election. I will use the information on their two databases (one is 

independent and one hosted through George Washington University) and cross-reference the 

information with campaign press releases to ensure that the information is accurate.  The staffers 

I will track are those identified as “Key People” by Democracy in Action. These staffers serve as 

high and mid-level leaders in their respective campaigns and are those for which public record is 

available.  

 Affiliation networks are two-mode networks that examine both a set of individuals and a 

set of events with which those individuals are associated (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). 

Connections between individuals are measured by links formed through affiliation with the same 

events.  For purposes of this phase, the “individuals” I will examine are campaign staff members, 

and the “events” will be campaign(s) for which those individuals worked. By examining the 

affiliation networks of campaign staff, I aim to identify “brokers” between campaigns and trace 

staff convergence (or lack thereof).  

For the second segment of my data collection, I will examine networks of campaign 

funding through public records from the Federal Election Commission (FEC). The FEC 



 

21 

 

maintains an online, public database of PACs and Super PACs. This database contains the PACs’ 

monthly, yearly, and quarterly statements detailing itemized receipts and disbursements. I plan to 

trace spending among candidates to identify the candidates to whom donors were linked during 

the election primaries. I will generate both a bimodal network graph of PACs and their donations 

and a bimodal affiliation matrix to explain my findings. The “individuals” identified will be the 

donors, while the “events” will be the campaigns and candidate-affiliated PACs to which the 

donors contributed. I hypothesize that donors may serve as brokers between candidate support 

networks; as candidates drop out of the race, the patterns of funding may bring the Republican 

support base closer together in convergence behind the chosen Presidential nominee.  
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Chapter Three: History of the Election 

 

 Chapter Two explored the literature regarding convergence in complex systems and 

explained that elections contain unpredictable, coevolving networks that are best understood by 

utilizing a structural perspective. This Chapter illustrates the complexity of events leading up to 

Mitt Romney’s selection as the Republican nominee, specifically events taking place between 

August 30, 2011 and August 30, 2012, the date Romney accepted his party’s nomination at the 

Republican National Convention. It will describe the unpredictability of the election and the 

climate of the Primary in light of recent legal and political changes in the United States that 

contributed to the complexity of the 2012 election. It will also identify the disparate ideological 

bases of the candidates and will explain the difficulty in uniting such incongruent groups behind 

one candidate.  

Predictability 

 A singular element of this election was the difficulty in predicting which candidate would 

ultimately be chosen as the party’s nominee. Throughout the year leading up to Mitt Romney’s 

selection, staffers, donors, and pundits alike speculated, often incorrectly, about who the eventual 

winner would be. The voting base was no different. For example, in late September of 2011, 

polls showed that Rick Perry was not only leading in the primary but was also nearly tied with 

President Obama (Yadron, 2012). Further, 35% of voters believed that Perry would be most 

likely to “get the economy moving;” and he was favored 3 to 1 among voters over 65 

(Steinhauser, 2011).  

 Not only did voters favor Perry in the polls, they supported him with their money as well. 

Perry kicked off his campaign on August 11, 2011, and by September 30, he had collected $17 



 

23 

 

0.00%

10.00%

20.00%

30.00%

30-Aug 6-Sep 13-Sep 20-Sep 27-Sep

Bachmann
Cain
Gingrich
Huntsman
Perry
Paul
Romney
Santorum

million dollars, well outpacing all other candidates in the race (Kaplan, 2011). Specifically, 

between August 13, 2011 and September 22, 2011, the Texas governor collected an average of 

over a quarter million dollars per day (Slater, 2012). Even pundits thought Perry was likely to 

prove a viable contender for the President, calling him “too big to fail” and “a force to be 

reckoned with” (Jamail, 2011).    

However, despite leading in the polls and in donations during most of August and all of 

September, Perry fell out of favor with voters after he blundered in a Republican debate on 

September 22, 2011, failing to properly deliver an “attack line” on Romney regarding his 

reputation as a “flip-flopper” (Slater, 2012). Perry further damaged his credibility on November 

9, 2011 in a televised debate when he forgot the names of the federal agencies he would 

eliminate if he were elected President. After that, his campaign donations all but dried up, netting 

only $900,000 from November 10 until the end of the year (Slater, 2012). On January 19, 2012, 

Perry dropped out of the race, citing that there was “no viable path forward” for him to win the 

Republican nomination (Slater, 2012). Upon leaving the race, Perry initially endorsed Gingrich, 

but changed his endorsement to Romney on April 25, 2012 (Wallace, 2012).  

Figure A: Poll Data from August 30, 2012 through September 2, 2012 
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With Perry’s decline in the polls, Herman Cain experienced a surge in voter favor after he 

won the September 24 Florida straw poll in a surprising upset of both Perry and Romney. Cain 

received 37% of the vote, with Perry and Romney trailing with 15% and 14% respectively 

(Sutton & Holland, 2011). After the win, Cain stated, "This is a sign of our growing momentum 

and my candidacy that cannot be ignored” (Kubin, 2011). Further, Cain won the October 1 

TeaCon Midwest Straw Poll with a stunning 77% of the vote (Deliro, 2011). Cain’s straw poll 

victories resulted in his leading in national polls and an increase in funding. During October, he 

raised approximately $1 million per week (Camia, 2011).  

Figure B: Poll Data from October 4, 2012 through November 29, 2012 
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Cain continued to lead in national polls until mid-November when three events 

contributed to his decline. The first event occurred in late October, when four former female 

employees came forward accusing Cain of sexual harassment while he was president of the 

National Restaurant Association in the mid-1990’s (Bacon & Eggen, 2011). While Cain denied 

the claims, they dominated the attention of the media. Interestingly, in the days immediately 

following the claims, Cain’s campaign “doubled” in its receipt of donations, according to Mark 

Block, Cain’s Chief of Staff (Lerer & Fitzgerald, 2011).  

Cain continued to lead in the polls until mid-November, when in a gaffe he demonstrated 

his lack of knowledge regarding foreign policy to the extent that many supporters questioned his 

viability as a Presidential candidate. He repeatedly stumbled in an interview with the Milwaukee 

Journal Sentinel regarding Libya and foreign policy (Oppel, 2011). When asked his thoughts on 

how President Obama handled the uprising in Libya, Cain gave contradictory answers before 

stating, “I’ve got all this stuff twirling around in my head” (Oppel, 2011).  After this interview, 

Cain dropped to second place in polls, and then to third place by November 22. 

The final blow to Cain’s campaign occurred in late November when substantiated 

accusations of a 13-year extramarital affair surfaced. The evidence supporting his affair together 

with the sexual harassment charges damaged his reputation, evidenced by a further drop in the 

polls as well as an overall drop in campaign donations. Cain decided to suspend his campaign on 

December 3, 2012 (Saulny, 2011). He endorsed Gingrich on January 28 and later endorsed 

Romney a few days after Gingrich left the race (Lee, 2012).  

Despite lagging in polls throughout all of 2011 and the beginning of 2012, Rick 

Santorum surged in February of 2012, becoming a surprising contender for the Republican 
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nomination (King & Yadron, 2012). Santorum had gained little media attention in 2011, enjoyed 

only mediocre fundraising, and captured less than 5% in the polls. However, after many of the 

candidates dropped out in December and January, attention turned to Santorum. In January he 

won in Iowa. In early February, he won primaries in Colorado, Missouri, and Minnesota and he 

led in national polls the last three weeks of February (Yadron, 2012; Real Clear Politics). His 

February victories resulted in a huge jump in donations; since the primary victories, his 

campaign raised $1 million per day (Yadron, 2012).  Santorum went on to win primaries in a 

total of ten states and clenched second place in many others. However, after Romney secured 

most delegates throughout the course of the primary, Santorum withdrew from the race on April 

10, 2012 (Seelye & Rutenberg, 2012).  

Gingrich’s longevity in the Primary was surprising to many in light of early troubles with 

his campaign. In June of 2011, most of his key aides, including his campaign manager and press 

secretary resigned en masse as a result of an incompatible vision between Gingrich and his staff 

for the future of the campaign (Zeleny & Gabriel, 2011). This problem was compounded by 

campaign debts totaling over $1 million (Mccaffrey & Elliott, 2011). However, after gaining 

momentum in late 2011 and the attention of multimillion-dollar donors, Gingrich also enjoyed 

some time as the Republican front-runner, leading the polls from November 22, 2011 through the 

end of December (Steinhauser, 2011). After polling well in Iowa, Florida, and South Carolina, 

the Gingrich campaign saw a sharp increase in donations, raising more in one month than in all 

the previous months put together (Mason & Hamburger, 2011). After lagging in the polls 

through early January, Gingrich surged again during the last two weeks of January, winning the 

South Carolina primary on January 21 (Rutenberg, 2012). On January 31, however, he received 
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only 32% of the vote, as compared to Romney’s 46% in the Florida primary (Cohen & 

Steinhauser, 2012). In March, he won Georgia and came in second in the Alabama and 

Mississippi primaries by a close margin (Silver, 2012). However, with mounting campaign debt 

and a dearth of needed delegates, Gingrich withdrew from the campaign on May 2, 2012, 

endorsing Mitt Romney (Helton & McLendon, 2012).  

Although Romney fell behind other surging candidates at various points in the race, he 

never fell below second place in the polls during the entire year leading up to his nomination. He 

sporadically led in the polls throughout the year, but did not lead consistently until March 2012. 

During the first, second, and third quarters of 2012, donors increasingly contributed to his 

campaign as other candidates left the race. From the beginning of March, Romney led by a 

significant margin until he was eventually chosen as the Republican nominee on August 30, 

2012.  

While several candidates enjoyed a stint as leaders in the polls during the year preceding 

the selection of the Republican Presidential nominee, not all candidates experienced such a lead. 

For example, after receiving less than the threshold one percent of the vote in the Ames Straw 

Poll, McCotter was excluded from the August 11 Iowa Republican Party Debate (Robinson, 

2011). After being further excluded from debates in September, McCotter withdrew from the 

Presidential race on September 22, 2011, stating "If they keep you out of the debates, you are out 

of the conversation, and you can't run. It was sort of death by media" (Malcom, 2011).  Upon 

leaving the race, McCotter endorsed Romney for President (Malcom, 2011).  

Similarly, after being excluded from over half of the Republican debates, Gary Johnson 

left the Republican race in late December, stating that he was not able to gain traction with the 
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Republican voter base (Epstein & Gibson, 2011). He sought the support of the Libertarian Party 

and was eventually selected as the Libertarian Party nominee on May 5, 2012 (Friedersdorf, 

2012). 

After a brief lead during the summer months, Michele Bachmann also faded in both polls 

and donations in the last half of 2011. From mid-August 2011 through mid-January 2012, she 

tallied less than 10% in national polls. Despite winning an Iowa straw poll in August, Bachmann 

finished sixth in the Iowa caucus (Geiger, 2012). While she did not immediately endorse any of 

the remaining candidates for President after her January withdrawal from the campaign, she did 

express her hopes that the Republican Party could unite behind one candidate (Weiner, 2012). 

Eventually, after most other candidates withdrew from the race, Bachmann endorsed Romney on 

May 3, 2012 (Bailey, 2012).  

Despite large donors in 2011, Jon Huntsman was likewise unable to gain traction with the 

voter base. Consistently receiving less than 5% in the polls, Huntsman withdrew from the 

Presidential race on January 15, 2012, endorsing Romney’s candidacy the following day (Lee & 

King, 2012).  

Buddy Roemer also failed to gain support with the Republican voter base. He refused to 

accept donations larger than $100, which allowed other candidates to outspend Roemer on the 

campaign trail and gain the attention of voters, effectively excluding him from the conversation 

(Barr, 2011). After being excluded from all televised Republican debates, Roemer left the 

Republican race on February 22, 2012, seeking a place on a third-party ticket (Memoli, 2012). 

After failing to appear on the ballot in all 50 states, Roemer withdrew from the Presidential race 
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on May 31, 2012, eventually endorsing Libertarian candidate Gary Johnson for President 

(Negrin, 2012). 

Perhaps the most surprising campaign was that of Ron Paul. In the summer and fall of 

2011, he won several straw polls, had moderate fundraising success, and performed well in GOP 

(Bowman, 2011; Cillizza, 2011). However, while he placed third in a few national polls during 

2011, he never gained significant support in the Republican voter base and gained little attention 

from the media. Even after placing only 152 votes behind Bachmann in the Ames Straw Poll, 

most major news outlets did not mention him in the headlines, and no Sunday morning talk 

showed discussed his near-victory (Hagey, 2011). Paul’s campaign said that despite many 

attempts to schedule air time, they were turned down by all the Sunday talk shows in the week 

after the Ames Straw Poll (Hagey, 2011). Paul’s supporters cited media bias, and took action by 

flooding the comments section of online publications and the inboxes of journalists with 

messages to show support of Paul and their distaste at what they deemed exclusion by 

mainstream media (Hagey, 2011).  

In June 2011, supporters of Paul filed a lawsuit against the RNC alleging that the RNC 

illegally limits delegates’ votes by requiring them to sign pledges to support a certain candidate 

(Roth, 2012). The plaintiffs also alleged that the RNC orchestrated a campaign to deny Paul’s 

supporters the right to elect delegates and engaged in election fraud and delegate intimidation on 

the state party level (Roth, 2012).  The plaintiffs had hoped to secure a ruling stating that the 

Voting Rights Act applied to the Republican National Convention, arguing that the convention 

qualifies as a “federal election” and that delegates should be able to vote for the candidate of 

their choice at the convention (Sherfinski, 2012).  
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Disputes over delegates continued into the Republican National Convention, even 

resulting in a protest by Paul supporters on the floor. Chanting "Point of order! Seat them now! 

We've been robbed!" Paul supporters shouted at RNC leadership regarding the question of 

whether the Maine delegates, composed of many Paul supporters, would be seated (LoGuirato & 

Wyler, 2012). Eventually, the Maine delegates left, chanting "As Maine goes, so goes the 

nation!" (LoGuirato & Wyler, 2012). At the convention, Paul secured 190 delegates, compared 

to Romney’s 2,061, allowing Romney to secure the Republican Presidential Nomination (Moore, 

2012). 

New Rules 

 The 2012 primary was the first presidential election since the 2010 revision of the 

Republican Party rules allowing the proportional allocation of delegates for states that hold 

primaries before April 1 (Joseph, 2012). The new rules provided a strict calendar and severe 

penalties for states holding a primary before April 1, including the potential loss of half a state’s 

delegates (Joseph, 2012). Previously, the rules had provided for a “winner take-all” system for 

the delegates in state primaries, which made it possible for a candidate to clench the nomination 

early in the process. This change in the rules made it difficult for one candidate to guarantee the 

nomination early in the election and contributed to candidates remaining in the race longer on 

average than they had in previous years (Joseph, 2012).  

The continued presence of various candidates in the race resulted in increased ideas, 

support groups, and media attention, further contributing to the complexity of the election 

outcome. Republican leaders claimed that the purpose of the change was twofold: to help lesser 

known candidates get their message to the public and to energize the voter base (Goldberg 2012). 
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In the 2008 race, the “battle royale” between Hilary Clinton and Barack Obama presumably 

strengthened the Democrat base, and Republicans hoped to have the same result with a longer 

primary in 2012 (Goldberg, 2012).  

However, in reality, the longer primary forced Republican candidates to spend more 

money battling each other, and negative attacks among Republican competitors may have served 

to weaken the base of support instead of strengthen it (Joseph, 2012). Saul Anuzis, the only 

Republican leader to vote against proportional allocation in the new rules stated, “When you’re 

challenging the incumbent, you wanted to get the nomination process done as quickly as possible 

so they can begin pulling the party together and raise money” (Joseph, 2012). In retrospect, this 

may have been a valid argument, considering the vastly differing ideologies of the Republican 

candidates and the voter bases that supported them. 

Ideology 

  From fairly moderate to extremely conservative, the candidates in the Republican 

Primary espoused differing ideologies and varying degrees of conservatism throughout the race. 

To understand the flow of convergence behind one candidate, it is important to examine the 

candidates relative to one another in terms of ideology (Silver, 2011). It is also important to 

understand ideology in terms of convergence because some candidates appealed to the same 

voter base and likely attracted support from similar bases as candidates dropped out of the race.  

Interestingly, public perception of candidate ideologies was often incorrect. In a 

December 2011 USA Today/Gallup Poll regarding the remaining candidates, Americans 

perceived Romney, Paul, and Huntsman as the most moderate; Santorum, Perry and Gingrich as 

the slightly more conservative; and Bachmann as the most conservative on the spectrum (Jones, 
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2011). However, another study that used voting records to evaluate candidate’s level of 

conservatism found Paul to be the most conservative by a wide margin (Voteview, 2012).  

 To understand candidate ideology in early 2011, blogger Nate Silver separated the 

candidates into likely quadrants, including (1) Conservative Insiders, (2) Conservative Outsiders, 

(3) Moderate Insiders, and (4) Moderate Outsiders (Silver, 2011). Suggesting that candidates in 

each quadrant may appeal to the same voter base, Silver identified Quadrant 1 candidates as 

those who are mainstream, conventional conservatives, skilled at both fundraising and obtaining 

endorsements (2011). He explicitly identified Gingrich as a Quadrant 1 candidate, and Perry 

would likely fall into this category as well, based on name recognition and service within the 

Republican establishment. Quadrant 2 candidates were defined as those who appeal to the Tea 

Party and to evangelical conservatives, and included Bachmann, Santorum, and possibly 

Gingrich and Cain (Silver, 2011). Quadrant 3 candidates Romney and Huntsman were those who 

had political clout and name recognition within the Republican establishment but who appealed 

less to Tea Party and far-right conservatives. Finally, Quadrant 4 candidates consist of 

libertarian-leaning conservatives. Silver cited Paul and Johnson as fitting into this category, but 

Roemer and McCotter would likely fit this description as well due to their libertarian-leaning 

philosophies (2011).  

Ideological positioning throughout the race appears to have provided benefits to some 

candidates, while drawing attention away from others. Interestingly, the Quadrant blog was 

written in February of 2011. Exactly one year later, there was one candidate remaining in each of 

the four ideological Quadrants. For instance, in Quadrant 3, Romney eclipsed Huntsman early in 

the Primary largely because they were similar in philosophy, but Romney had greater name 
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recognition within the conservative base. Similarly, of the candidates in the crowded Quadrant 2, 

only Santorum remained by February. Early on, Gingrich was the last candidate in Quadrant 1, 

and Quadrant 4 eventually reduced itself to Ron Paul, with Gary Johnson leaving the race to seek 

the Libertarian nomination. By February, four ideologically distinct candidates remained, with 

four ideologically distinct support bases. 

In the end, positioning himself as moderate could have benefited Romney with regard to 

convergence of support bases. A September 6, 2011 ABC News/ Washington Post Poll found 

that 66% of Republicans said it was acceptable for a candidate to be moderate on some issues; 

this number was twice as high for support for strict conservatism on all issues (Holyk & Langer, 

2011). Additionally, the poll showed that, while there were more conservatives than moderates in 

the Republican base, 91% of Perry supporters would support Romney if he were the chosen 

candidate, while only 78% of Romney supporters would give their support to Perry (Holyk & 

Langer, 2011). This appears to show that conservative moderates presented the greatest 

challenge to party convergence due to their reluctance to support a more conservative candidate. 

Campaign Finance 

Recent changes in campaign finance law also contributed to the complexity of this 

election, allowing unprecedented levels of donation money and spending to flow through 

candidate campaigns. By November 6, 2012, Barack Obama has raised over $632 million and 

Mitt Romney has raised over $388 million (Federal Election Commission, 2012a). These 

numbers are exclusive of outside spending by PACs and Super PACs, which have contributed 

tens of millions to campaign advertisements and political activity independent of candidate 
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campaigns. Currently, there are approximately 5,000 PACs on record with the Federal Election 

Commission.  

Campaign finance regulation has a long history in the United States. Since 1905, 

lawmakers have advocated limits on spending by corporations and wealthy individuals (Beatty, 

2007). Through various campaign finance reform legislation initiatives, lawmakers have sought 

to limit the influence of wealthy individuals, regulate spending, and discourage abuses by 

requiring public disclosure of campaign donations (Beatty, 2007). For example, in the 1990’s, 

politics were influenced greatly by unlimited “soft money” donations from wealthy individuals, 

corporations, and labor unions (Munger, 2006). Essentially, soft money referred to donations that 

did not expressly advocate the election or defeat of a candidate (Munger, 2006). However, there 

were so many ways that donors and campaigns could circumvent these rules that they were 

rendered ineffective.  Although the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002 outlawed soft 

money, a loophole was inadvertently left open, allowing donors to write massive checks to 

“shadowy” independent, short-lived groups that supported particular agendas or issues (Munger, 

2006).  

The FEC is a bipartisan commission of three Democrats and three Republicans that 

oversees donations to PACs and campaigns and enforces campaign finance law. The FEC places 

strict limits on the amount that individuals can donate to each candidate or political party. Under 

the current limits, an individual can give no more than $2500 to each candidate per election 

(Federal Election Commission, 2011). The primary and general races are considered separate 

“elections” for purposes of donation limits (Federal Election Commission, 2011). Similarly, 

donors can contribute only $30,800 per calendar year to each National Party Committee and 
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$10,000 to state, district, and local party committees (Federal Election Commission, 2011). 

Individuals are limited to donations totaling $117,000 biannually (Federal Election Commission, 

2011). 

Despite limits on direct donations to candidates and numerous attempts to reform 

campaign finance, money still plays an enormous role in Presidential elections. In 2012, Nearly 

$6 billion was spent on federal elections (Center for Responsive Politics, 2012a). However, 

campaign finance drastically changed two years before the 2012 election cycle. In 2010, two 

judicial decisions had a monumental influence on campaign spending and certainly contributed 

to the complexity of the 2012 election.  

First, the Supreme Court’s decision Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission 

changed the face of election spending, giving corporations essentially the same rights to political 

speech as individuals and eliminating most restrictions on corporate spending in elections. The 

Court held that the government cannot prohibit corporations from making political expenditures 

that are independent of candidates and political parties.  

Two months later, a DC Appellate court applied Citizens United to their ruling in 

SpeechNOW.org v. Federal Election Commission. The court held that, under Citizens United, 

PACs that do not make contributions directly to candidates, parties, or other PACs can accept 

and spend unlimited donations for independent political speech. This case made Super PACs 

possible by removing any donation and spending caps (SpeechNow v. Federal Election 

Commission). The one caveat for Super PACs is the requirement for them to be independent; 

they cannot coordinate directly with candidates or campaigns (SpeechNow v. Federal Election 

Commission).  



 

36 

 

Experts are concerned that the “independence” of Super PACs could be questionable, 

however, especially considering the often close ties between Super PAC donors and candidates 

(Rosenthal, 2012). For example, Jon Huntsman’s father donated approximately $1.7 million to 

Our Destiny, the Super PAC supporting Huntsman’s Presidential candidacy (Bravender & 

Vogel, 2012). While the Junior and Senior Huntsmans repeatedly emphasized the fact that they 

did not discuss the campaign, many still speculate about the true “independence” of Super PACs 

in general (Bravender & Vogel, 2012).  

Although Citizens United has been the focus of media speculation regarding campaign 

donations in the 2012 election, it is actually the holding SpeechNOW regarding unlimited 

spending that has had the greatest impact. In this election, most of the money given to Super 

PACs has come from wealthy individuals as opposed to corporations. According to the Center 

for Responsive Politics, about 60% of reported donations came from just 100 donors (Bennet, 

2012). 

Super PACs are still required to register as a PAC under the same rules as any other PAC 

(Lioz & Bowie, 2012). They must disclose both their donors (over $200) and their expenditures 

just like candidate campaigns (Lioz & Bowie, 2012). However, there are still methods that 

donors can use to avoid disclosure. Under Section 527 501(c) of the tax code, “social welfare” 

groups whose primary purpose is not political activity can keep their donor lists private (IRC § 

501(c)(4)). It is the unreported donations, however, that have taken center stage with political 

spending in the 2012 election.  

Advocacy by outside groups that do not disclose donors has risen steadily from just 1% 

in 2006 to 44% in 2010, playing a potentially enormous role in the 2012 election (Center for 
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Responsive Politics, 2012b). In the 2012 election cycle, the 502(c)(4) conservative PACs 

Crossroads GPS and Americans for Prosperity have spent more on the presidential election than 

all other Super PACs combined (Barker, 2012). Because there are no limits on donations to 

501(c)(4) groups, they provide an attractive vehicle for wealthy corporations and individuals 

who wish to keep their political activity private. There is concern that the current nondisclosure 

rules could allow foreign nationals or other prohibited contributors to make large donations to 

501(c)(4) organizations as a method to circumvent laws prohibiting or limiting such donations 

(Braun, 2012). Experts say that the massive spending by 501(c)(4) showcases the impact that 

anonymous donations had in this election cycle and calculate that this election was the most 

expensive in history (Barker, 2012).   

Conclusion 

This Chapter explored the history of the Republican Primary and the myriad factors that 

contributed to the complexity of the election. Chapter Four will examine data concerning the 

flow of interrelationships that took place throughout the election and will use a structural 

perspective to help explain the data. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

38 

 

Chapter Four: Data 

 Chapter Three illustrated the events leading up to Mitt Romney’s selection as the 

Republican Presidential nominee and the factors that contributed to the unpredictability of the 

Primary. It explored the recent political and legal changes in the United States that impacted the 

election process and explained the difficulty in uniting ideologically incongruent groups behind 

one candidate. Using a structural perspective, this Chapter will map the flow of two sets of 

relationships during the period between August 30, 2011 and August 30, 2012, and will identify 

how relationship flows converged within the network.  

 The first part of the Chapter will explore the affiliations of candidates’ staff over time to 

map the movement of staff among campaigns. Throughout the election, key staff members 

regularly moved from one campaign to another. Tracing the flow of staff is helpful to understand 

how staff members with seemingly different philosophies eventually converged, or did not 

converge, behind a single candidate.  

The second part of this Chapter will examine networks of campaign funding to identify 

the campaigns that large donors were linked to during the election primary. This section will 

compare identified donors and map their donations from August 30, 2011 through August 30, 

2012. Tracking the flow of money throughout the year leading up to Romney’s selection as the 

Republican nominee will enable us to identify and map the extent to which there was 

convergence of donor support behind one candidate. 

By examining networks, this Chapter will explore whether and how disparate 

perspectives were able to come together in a synthesis behind a single candidate. Specifically, by 

mapping two different politically oriented networks, this Chapter will examine whether and how 
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the flow of relationships on a small scale translated into the large-scale emergence of a united 

support base behind one candidate.  

Part One: Staff 

 

 To track the flow of staff over time, I first examined the campaign staff records of 

Democracy in Action. Democracy in Action is an independent news source whose members have 

complied cursory lists of candidate staff from Presidential campaigns from 1992 through the 

present election. To ensure that the information was accurate, the information on their two 

databases (one is independent and one hosted through George Washington University) was 

cross-referenced with the information from campaign press releases and news articles.  

 After recording the campaign staff data, Microsoft Excel and NodeXL were used to 

generate three different visualizations to analyze the data: a bimodal network graph, an affiliation 

matrix, and monthly directed graphs to illustrate the movement of staff over time. Viewing the 

data through various lenses allows us to understand the flow of relationships in a complex 

system.  

Bimodal Network Graph 

 First, I examined the data in the form of a bimodal graph. Bimodal graphs are two-mode 

network graphs that consist of individuals (campaign staffers) and events (campaigns). They 

allow the researcher to visualize which individuals were associated with each event in a fairly 

simple graph metric. For the graph, in Figure C, NodeXL was used to enter information about 

connections between staff and campaigns. The campaign staffers’ nodes are identified in red, 

while the campaigns’ nodes are identified in blue. A line reaching from one node to another 

represents an employment connection between the staffer and the campaign.  



 

40 

 

Figure C: Bimodal Network Graph – Staff and Candidate Campaigns 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

This graph shows us connections between campaign staffers and campaigns. For 

example, in this graph, Chris Buck worked for both Roemer and McCotter, and Jon Yob worked 

for Gingrich, Cain, and Santorum. These connections are represented by lines reaching from one 

node to the other. 

This graph also helps identify which campaigns were well-connected with regard to staff 

members and which were not. The first three campaigns possess many connections, while the 

campaigns toward the bottom of the graph possess fewer connections. In this network, Paul and 
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Johnson are outliers, meaning that they do not possess any connections linking them to other 

members of the network. No staff that worked for another campaign also worked from Paul or 

Johnson. Similarly, Santorum, Roemer, McCotter, Huntsman, and Romney shared few 

connections with other campaigns. Despite the fact that Romney eventually secured the 

Republican nomination, he had very few staff connections, especially when compared to 

Bachmann, Cain, Perry, and Gingrich. 

 While bimodal network graphs are helpful to gain a visual understanding of the 

connections within the network, it is also helpful to view the information combined in a 

unimodal graph to gain perspective about the aggregate of information in the network. To do 

this, I generated affiliation matrices and affiliation networks to help explain the data. 

Affiliation Networks 

 Next, I took the staff movement data and examined it as an affiliation network. 

Affiliation networks are two-mode networks that examine both a set of individuals and a set of 

events with which those individuals are associated (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). For purposes of 

this phase, the “individuals” examined are campaign staff members, and the “events” are 

campaigns for which those individuals worked. Connections between individuals are measured 

by links formed through affiliation with the same events.  By examining the affiliation networks 

of campaign staff, I identified “brokers” between campaigns as staff members who worked for 

more than one campaign. Affiliation matrices are the first step in visualizing affiliation networks 

because they allow the researcher to identify connections between individuals and events. The 

example below illustrates a small-scale sample affiliation matrix: 
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Figure D: Sample Affiliation Matrix 

 

  

 

 

 

In this matrix, Alan, Bob, Chris, and Daniel are campaign staffers, and Campaigns 1, 2, 

and 3 represent campaigns for which the staffers worked. If a staffer worked on a Campaign, a 

“1” is placed in that Campaign’s cell. If a staffer did not work on that campaign, a “0” is placed 

in the cell. In other words, staffers are affiliated with a campaign if a staffer worked for that 

campaign. For example, in this matrix, Bob worked for Campaign 1 and Campaign 2, while Alan 

worked from Campaign 1 and Campaign 3. Affiliation matrices help the researcher to see the 

linkages that are established when a person is affiliated with more than one event (Wasserman & 

Faust, 1994).  

The example below illustrates the same information in a bipartite sociomatrix. This type 

of matrix represents both actors and events. Each quadrant represents a set of nodes in the 

bipartite set. A bipartite matrix allows the nodes to be separated into two distinct subsets; actors 

are assigned to one subset, while events are assigned to the other subset (Wasserman & Faust, 

1994). If an actor is associated with an event, there is a “1” in the box; if there is no connection, a 

“0” is in the box instead.  In this example, there are four quadrants, two of which are empty and 

contain only zeros, indicating that there are no affiliation ties between actors or between events. 

The quadrant highlighted in blue is called A and indicates whether each event includes a 
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common actor. The quadrant highlighted in yellow represents whether an actor was affiliated 

with a common event. The yellow quadrant is the transpose of A and is denoted as A’.  

Figure E: Example Bipartite Sociomatrix 

 

 

To determine the number of campaigns shared by pairs of staffers, we see that two 

staffers that worked for the same campaign will both have 1’s in the column of their respective 

rows in A. Thus, counting the number of times that two staffers have 1’s in the same column tells 

us the number of events that two actors have in common (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). This 

matrix represents the co-membership relationship between actors (co-membership matrix). 

Conversely, the quadrant highlighted in yellow is denoted as A’ and represents the number of 

actors that each pair of events has in common (event overlap matrix).  

To determine the number of campaigns shared by pairs of staffers, we see that two 

staffers that worked for the same campaign will both have 1’s in the column of their respective 

rows in A. Thus, counting the number of times that two staffers have 1’s in the same column tells 

us the number of events that two actors have in common (Wasserman & Faust, 1994).  A 

convenient way of doing this process with matrix algebra is to calculate the co-membership 

matrix, multiplying A by A’. This shows us the number of campaigns on which staffers jointly 

worked. For example, we see that Alan and Chris worked for two of the same campaigns, while 
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Bob and Daniel did not work for any of the same campaigns. The cells highlighted in gray show 

the total number of campaigns for which each individual worked. 

Figure F: Example Co-Membership Matrix 

 

 

 

 

To calculate the event overlap matrix, we multiply A’ by A. The cells highlighted in gray 

show the total number of shared staffers that each campaign possessed. The cells in white show 

us the number of staffers that each campaign shares.  

Figure G: Example Event Overlap Matrix 

 

 

 

  

 

These graphs help the researcher to understand complex information in a simplified 

manner.  Using affiliation matrices helps to visualize such information clearly and concisely. For 

example, below is the co-membership matrix for the staff data, showing how many campaigns 

each pair of staffers had in common: 
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Figure H: Co-Membership Matrix for 2012 Primary Staff 

 

 In like manner, the event overlap matrix for the 2012 Primary staff data allows us to 

visualize the number of staff that each pair of campaigns shared, as shown below: 

Figure I: Event Overlap Matrix for 2012 Republican Primary 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 This graph tells us two important pieces of information: (1) the number of shared staff 

that each campaign had overall and (2) the number of staff shared between each set of 

campaigns. For instance, Newt Gingrich had 23 staff members that also worked for other 

campaigns. Further, 6 of Gingrich’s staff members also worked for Bachmann, while 7 of his 

staff members also worked for Cain.  
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Viewing the information in the event overlap matrix is important, and we will return to it 

at the end of the Monthly Network Evolution section. The shortcoming of this matrix, however, 

is that it does not tell us whom each staffer worked for first.  To explore the evolution of 

campaign staff network over the year leading up to Romney’s selection as the Republican 

nominee, I will next use the data separated into monthly increments.  

Monthly Network Evolution 

 In the year leading up to August 30, 2012, there was considerable movement of staff 

between campaigns. These movements occurred both during active campaigns and after 

candidates dropped out of the race. The following series of graphs includes only candidates that 

were actively running for President on August 30, 2011. However, in the interest of 

thoroughness, I have included graphs dating back to April 2011, the date that the first candidate 

in the sample formally declared his candidacy. These graphs illustrate three things (1) the month 

that a candidate entered the race (2) candidate movement from one campaign to another each 

month, and (3) the month that a candidate left the race. When a candidate enters the race, his or 

her name is represented in blue, and when he or she leaves the race, the name is represented in 

grey.  Staff movement for the labeled month denoted is identified by solid lines, while staff 

movement from previous months is denoted by dotted lines. The numbers within the lines 

represent the number of staffers that moved from one campaign to another.  
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Figure J: Monthly Staff Movement Graphs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In April, Johnson entered the race, so he is represented in blue. In May, Paul, Gingrich, 

and Cain formally entered in the race, so they are represented in blue, but Johnson is represented 

in black because he was already a candidate when the month of May month began. Further, in 

June, Gingrich lost two staffers to what would later become Perry’s campaign, so that transition 

is represented by a solid line with an arrow pointing to Perry. Similarly, a solid line represents 

the movement of two Gingrich staffers to Bachmann’s campaign in July. In July’s graph, the 

movement of the previous month is represented by a dotted line. As the graphs show, staff 

movement occurred between June 2011 and February 2012. The graphs depicting March through 

May are included to show the progression of candidates withdrawing from the race.  
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The graphs show timed snapshots of campaign staff movement each month. They 

illustrate the evolution of the network over time and help to break up the aggregated data in the 

event overlap affiliation matrix into distinct pieces of information.  The graph below represents 

the entire event overlap matrix, combining the data from all the monthly sub-graphs:  

Figure K: Aggregated Staff Movement Graph 
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The graph above in Figure K takes the information from the event overlap matrix in 

Figure F and represents it in a way that is easier to understand. The + and – numbers by each 

candidate’s name indicate the number of staff members that they lost to or gained from other 

campaigns during the Republican Primary. For example, Bachmann gained three staffers from 

other candidates, but she lost six staffers as well. As outliers, Paul and Johnson did not share any 

staffers with other campaigns. Newt Gingrich exhibited the most activity; even though he lost six 

staffers, he gained 17 from other candidates. Interestingly, after August, Gingrich only lost one 

staffer to another campaign.  

Even though Romney was the eventual Republican Primary winner, only two staff 

members that had previously worked for other candidates eventually went to work for Romney’s 

campaign. Instead, staff appear to converge behind Gingrich.  Chapter Five will analyze potential 

factors influencing staff convergence. The next part of this Chapter will examine networks of 

campaign activity to map the extent to which there was convergence of donor support behind one 

candidate.  

Part Two: Donors 

The second part of this Chapter will examine networks of campaign funding and identify 

links between large donors, campaigns, and PACs throughout the course of the Primary. This 

section will compare identified donors and map their donations from August 30, 2011 through 

August 30, 2012. By tracking the flow of money throughout the year leading up to Romney’s 

selection as the Republican nominee we can identify and map convergence (or lack thereof) of 

donor support behind one candidate.  
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First, I researched online, open records from the Federal Election Commission (FEC) to 

collect data regarding campaign donors. The FEC maintains an online, public database of PACs 

and Super PACs and makes available the PACs’ monthly, yearly, and quarterly statements 

detailing itemized receipts and disbursements. Next, I cross-referenced my data using the Center 

for Responsive Politics’ database, OpenSecrets.org, which contains the FEC records aggregated 

in an easily searchable database. 

Each candidate had a PAC directly associated with his or her campaign, and these PACs 

had strict donation limits, as discussed in Chapter Three. However, many of the candidates also 

benefited from Super PACs set up for his or her campaign. By law, these Super PACs operated 

independently of the candidates’ campaigns, but worked directly for the particular candidate’s 

benefit. A table of candidate and their associated PACs is listed below: 

Figure L: Candidate PACs  

Candidate Associated PACs 

Bachmann Keep Conservatives United, Michele PAC, Citizens for a Working America 

Bachmann for President 

Cain Cain Connections. Friends of Herman Cain, 9-9-9 Fund, Beat Obama PAC 

Gingrich Newt 2012, Willing Our Future, American Jobs PAC, Solutions 2012 

Strong America Now, Winning Freedom 

Huntsman Our Destiny, Jon Huntsman for President 

Johnson Freedom and Liberty  

McCotter Champions of American Freedom 

Paul Defending Liberty, Grassroots for Liberty, Liberty USA, Revolution PAC 

Ron Paul Volunteers, Santa Ria Super PAC 

Perry Make Us Great Again, Americans for Rick Perry, RickPerry.org  

Jobs for Florida, Jobs for Iowa, Jobs for South Carolina, Texas Aggies for Perry 2012, 

Veterans for Rick Perry  

Roemer *Would not accept PAC support 

Romney Accomplish Our Mission, America is Great PAC, Campaign for American Values, 

Crossroads Generation, Middle Resolution, National Right to Life Victory Fund, 

Proper Role of Government Action Fund, Restore Our Future 

Romney/Ryan, Special Operations for America, Strength & Liberty PAC 

Texas Strategic Alliance PAC 

Santorum America’s Foundation, Leaders for Families, Red White & Blue Fund 
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After collecting the data, I narrowed it down to donors who contributed $10,000 or more 

during the period from August 30, 2011 to August 30, 2012. I identified 128 individuals who, 

during this period, donated over $10,000 to candidates other than Mitt Romney. Of those 128 

donors, 77 (60%) went on to donate to a different campaign or PAC. Large donors who 

contributed to multiple campaigns are referred to as “multicandidate donors.” The data was then 

combined into a table, illustrating donor name, donor state, recipient, date, and amount. The data 

is further categorized into quarterly columns, showing donations during each quarter. The 

Spreadsheet is included in Appendix A, and a sample is below: 

Figure M: Donor Spreadsheet Example 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Next, the information from Appendix A was used to create an Affiliation Matrix as 

discussed in Part One of this Chapter. The Affiliation Matrix below identifies candidates that had 

multicandidate donors of $10,000 or more in the period between August 30, 2011 and August 30, 

2012. This data includes donations to candidate campaigns as well as donations to PACs and 

Super PACs set up for the candidates’ benefit. It also includes information regarding donations 
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to general conservative PACs supporting the Presidential race because even when donors did not 

donate to Romney specifically, donations to PACs supporting the Presidential election 

demonstrate alignment with the Republican Party. 

Figure N: Candidate Affiliation Matrix 

 

This graph tells us the number of donors shared between each set of campaigns. For 

instance, 13 of Gingrich’s donors also gave money to Romney, while 3 of Romney’s donors also 

gave money to Cain. Next, this matrix was imported into NodeXL to generate a visualization of 

the overall donation network: 
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Figure O: Overall Donation Network 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In Figure O, the thickness of each line indicates the number of donors that each node 

shared, while the numbers within the lines denote the exact number of multicandidate donors. 

For instance, Romney and Perry shared 15 donors, while Romney and Santorum shared 24 

donors. The size of each node represents the number of multicandidate donors that each received. 

For example, Romney’s node is large because he had many multicandidate donors, while 

Bachmann’s node is small, because she only received money from one multicandidate donor. 

Because the Overall Donation Graph is complicated and difficult to make sense of, the 

data was simplified into a graph showing only the candidates who had more than five 

multicandidate donors.  This shows us where most of the money was going among donors who 

contributed to more than one campaign. 
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Figure P: More Than Five Multicandidate Donors 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Interestingly, this simplified graph shows that five of the candidates who eventually 

withdrew from the race had multiple donors who also donated to Romney. However, this graph 

does not allow us to see whether those donors gave to Romney before or after the other 

candidates dropped out. In other words, the previous two graphs do not allow us to understand 

the evolution of the network over time. To explain the data over time, the quarterly data from 

Appendix A was used to create a time series, representing total donations each quarter, from 

August 30, 2011 through August 30, 2012.  

The time series graphs illustrate three things. First, they show the total amount of 

donations in the sample for each quarter. This total is represented by the number in the center of 

each graph, with the lines pointing away from it. Secondly, they show the subtotal that each 

campaign or PAC received, denoted by the thickness of the lines connecting the name of the 
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candidate PAC with the total in the center. The numbers within the lines state the total of 

donations. Orange lines represent total donations under $10,000, blue lines represent total 

donations between $10,000 and $100,000, and green lines represent total donations of over $1 

million. Thirdly, the size of each candidate or PAC’s name indicates the number of 

multicandidate donors for each quarter.  

For example, in the first graph, the center number is $14,398,100, meaning that donors 

from the sample contributed $14,398,100 to candidates or PACs supporting the Presidential 

election during August 30, 2011 through December 31, 2011. Further, American Crossroads has 

the thickest line because it received the greatest number of donations in the sample, while Perry 

has the largest name label because he had the greatest number of multicandidate donors in the 

sample. The quarterly time series graphs are included below in Figure Q.  

Figure Q: Quarterly Donation Graphs 

 

2011 Quarter 1 
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These graphs represent quarterly snapshots of donations patterns and show the shifting 

pattern of campaign contributions during the year leading up to Romney’s selection as the 

Republican Presidential candidate. The graphs show the complexity of the donations and allow 

the reader to understand it as the evolution of the network over time.  

In 2011, there were still eleven candidates in the race, and the outcome of the primary 

was totally unpredictable. As the graph shows, Perry had the highest number of donors, and the 

second highest amount of donations in the sample. Romney, on the other hand, had very few 

donors and was fifth in the amount of donations within the sample. In 2011, financial support 

was still spread between eight of the eleven original candidates. As for the other three 

candidates, McCotter withdrew in early September, Roemer did not accept donations greater 

than $100, and Paul did not share large donors with any other campaign.  

Quarter 2 Quarter 3 
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During most of Quarter One, Santorum, Gingrich, and Romney were the only remaining 

candidates, and the pattern of funding changed accordingly. In Quarter One, Santorum had 

significantly more donors than the other candidates, while Gingrich had the greatest amount of 

donations. Romney had fewer total donations from multicandidate donors than either Gingrich or 

Santorum, and was tied with Gingrich in the number of individual donors. 

By Quarter Two, Romney was gaining in the polls, and had significantly more money 

and donors than the other candidates. By Quarter Three, when only Romney and Paul were left 

in the running, Romney was the only candidate receiving contributions from large donors who 

previously supported other candidates. His only competitors, in terms of donations, were 

Conservative PACs spending money on the Presidential election. In essence, many donors did 

not demonstrate convergence until the last two quarters, when Romney was essentially the last 

realistic candidate, or the “Last Man Standing.”   

 Figure R below represents the total of the four Quarters shown in Figure Q. Interestingly, 

Gingrich had the most total money from multicandidate donors, while Romney had the most 

individual multicandidate donors backing his campaign. Based on the graphs from Figures Q and 

R and the movement of money throughout the year, it appears that donors hedged their bets, 

donating to the candidate that they believed was going to win.   
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Figure R: Quarterly Donations Combined 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

This information can also be represented in a line graph, illustrating the time up until 

multicandidate donors first contributed to Romney’s campaign. Figure S, below, shows the 

number of donors who converged to Romney each month, beginning in September 2011 and 

ending in July 2012. In the beginning of the year-long period, there were few Romney donors, as 

those donors were still supporting other candidates. However, by May, when Romney was the 

last mainstream candidate, donors who had previously contributed to other candidates 

increasingly began to flock to Romney. By the end of July, the number of donors who 

“switched” to Romney was on the rise, demonstrating monetary convergence behind the 

presumptive Republican nominee. 
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Figure S: Time to First Romney Donation 

 

 

Conclusion 

 This Chapter used network analysis to map the flow of campaign staff and campaign 

donations during the period between August 30, 2011 and August 30, 2012. From the graphs, it 

appears that campaign staff converged around Gingrich, while donor convergence was more 

complicated. Gingrich receive the most money from multicandidate donors, but Romney 

received the highest number of multicandidate donors in the end. Based on this data, donors 

appeared to converge around Romney only when he was the last viable candidate remaining in 

the race. Chapter Five will analyze the data, discussing potential reasons behind staff and donor 

behavior, larger implications of the data, limitations, and implications for future research.  
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Chapter Five: Analysis and Conclusion 

Chapter Four used network analysis to trace the convergence of campaign staff and 

campaign donations during the period between August 30, 2011 and August 30, 2012. By 

examining networks, Chapter Four explored whether and how the flow of relationships on two 

levels of the network translated into the broad based emergence of united support behind one 

candidate. Chapter Five will analyze the data and discuss potential reasons behind staff and 

donor behavior. The data in Chapter Four leads to three overarching conclusions: (1) Ideology is 

not fungible, (2) Money is fungible (3) Convergence around Romney only happened when he 

was the “Last Man Standing.” Each of these conclusions will be discussed in Chapter Five. The 

Chapter will conclude with limitations to the thesis and ideas for future research. 

Conclusion: Ideology is not Fungible 

 Ideology is critical in elections, especially in the Primaries. As discussed in Chapter Two, 

primaries are unique because the population involved in these elections is generally more 

“diehard” and “extreme” than the population involved in the general elections (Brady, Han, & 

Pope, 2007; Burden, 2004). The “diehard” nature of participants results in intraparty tension, 

with actors vehemently supporting the candidate whose policies are closest to their particular 

views. This passionate support for one candidate can make convergence difficult because when 

party members strongly support a candidate, they do so at the expense of others. If another 

candidate wins the nomination, supporters are left with two options: support the chosen 

candidate or discontinue support for the party—a Hobson’s choice (Grewel, 2008).  
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 In the 2012 Primary, we saw eleven candidates with eleven networks of support. In 

Collins’ research on convergence, he indicates that as choices narrow (in this case, as candidates 

drop out), small disagreements are ignored and candidates are forced to compromise on their 

positions and join together against the outside “other” of opposition (Collins, 2002). Based on 

this premise, one would expect that, as Republican candidates dropped out of the 2012 Primaries, 

their support bases would unite with similar support bases in opposition to candidates holding 

drastically different positions. While this thesis originally anticipated that convergence would 

take place behind Romney, actors in fact appear to have converged around Gingrich instead. This 

was especially true in the case of campaign staff convergence. 

As discussed in Chapter Three, an ABC News/Washington Post poll indicated that, 

overall, Republican voters would be more likely to vote for a more moderate candidate than a 

strictly conservative candidate. However, the opposite appears to be true for key staff members. 

In fact, when presented with a Hobson’s choice, the data suggests that conservative staffers 

preferred to leave the campaign trail rather than support a more moderate candidate such as 

Romney. Based on the data and convergence behind Gingrich, it appears that staffers were only 

willing to converge if there were an ideologically similar candidate.  

The extremely conservative Bachmann, Perry, and Cain each lost at least five key staffers 

to Gingrich’s campaign once they withdrew from the Primary.  Overall, Gingrich gained 17 

staffers from other candidates. As illustrated in Figure G, no other candidate gained nearly as 

many key staffers from other campaigns as did Gingrich. Conversely, Romney only gained one 

key staffer from a conservative (Bachmann) and one key staffer from a fellow moderate 
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(Huntsman). This data suggests that Gingrich, not Romney, had the strong support of 

conservative ideologues within the party.  

On the other hand, Romney may have chosen not to hire staff that had previously worked 

for other campaigns. As Eric Appleman stated, “The campaign team that made Mitt Romney the 

presumptive GOP nominee was relatively small and was led by a small inner circle” (2012). 

Whether this exclusivity and isolation was ultimately a choice by the Romney campaign or the 

choice of other candidates’ former staffers, the result was a lack of cross-cutting (bridging) ties 

that would have enabled the campaign to share resources, obtain new information, and build 

social capital. Since cross-cutting ties allow campaigns to broker support from other networks, 

Romney’s lack of bridging relationships likely caused him to miss out on opportunities to garner 

support within the Republican base.  

As discussed in Chapter Two, political networks are adaptive systems that must evolve 

and react to changes in the system. If a sub-network, such as the Romney campaign, is 

disconnected and lacking in cross-cutting relationships, that sub-network is isolated and misses 

out on opportunities to learn, adapt, develop social capital, and take advantage of new resources 

as the overall network evolves. The fact that very few key staffers from other campaigns went to 

work for Romney indicates that this campaign was isolated from the rest of the network and thus 

did not have access to potential new ideas and resources.  

Most importantly, the lack of staff convergence suggests that the ideological support 

networks of the other candidates were more likely to disperse than converge behind Romney. In 

other words, when the ideologues in the party (staffers) did not demonstrate convergence, this 

network breakdown signals other changes in the network. If the ideologues and thought leaders 
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were not able to converge, did this foreshadow a lack of convergence in the voter base? When 

ideologies do not converge behind the chosen nominee, can the “Last Man Standing” emerge 

victorious?  

From the data, it appears that true convergence never occurred with ideologues in the 

Republican Party. Ideology is not fungible, and the data suggests that staffers are not willing to 

compromise their ideological positions to support the last remaining candidate and, when faced 

with a Hobson’s choice, would rather leave the campaign than work for a nominee with an 

incongruent ideology.  

Conclusion: Money is Fungible 

 

 Unlike campaign staff, who decided to leave the campaign rather than support Romney, a 

number of large donors shifted their financial support to Romney when their original chosen 

candidate dropped out of the race. In other words, they reconciled the defeat and, when faced 

with a Hobson’s choice, decided to support Romney instead of discontinuing support for the 

party. Chapter Four pointed out that of the 128 donors who contributed more than $10,000 to a 

campaign other than Romney’s, 60% went on to donate to a different campaign or PAC.  

 From the data, it appears that donors contributed money to the candidate they believed 

would win after their original chosen candidate dropped out of the race. Not surprisingly, when a 

candidate was leading in the polls, he or she received an increase in donations. For instance, in 

September of 2011, Perry both led in the Republican polls and had the highest number of 

multicandidate donors. Similarly, Santorum led in the polls in February and likewise had the 

highest number of multicandidate donors for that month.  
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 The time series graphs in Chapter Four show that donors converged at different times as 

fewer and fewer options were left. This is why it is important to look at evolution of the network 

over time to understand the building blocks leading up to the final network configuration. As one 

can see in Figure Q in Chapter Four, donors exhibited some convergence. Without at least some 

convergence and adaptation, there would have been precious few players in the political arena, 

specifically the Republican base. However, the data suggests that while financial convergence 

may have enabled Romney to secure the Republican nomination, it was not enough for him to 

eventually win the Presidential election.  

Last Man Standing 

 

From the graphs, it appears that campaign staff converged around Gingrich, while donor 

behavior was more complicated. Gingrich receive the most money from multicandidate donors, 

but Romney received the highest number of individual multicandidate donors in the end. Based 

on this data, donors appeared to have converged around Romney only when he was the last 

viable candidate remaining in the race. In other words, multicandidate donors who “switched” 

their support to Romney only did so when he was the least objectionable alternative. In like 

manner, several large donors converged behind conservative Super PACs such as American 

Crossroads and Freedomworks rather than give their support directly to Romney.  

This data suggests that while donor convergence happened to a certain extent, adaptation 

and evolution of the financial network was not enough to unite the Republican support base to 

the extent that would allow Romney to prevail in the general election. Without the support of the 

passionate ideologues, it appears that true convergence never truly happened. Lack of 

convergence and a dearth of cross-cutting ties in the Romney campaign could explain why the 
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Republican voter base lacked passion and the requisite ground support needed to prevail in the 

general election. In other words, regardless of financial contributions, if there is no ideological 

convergence, the “Last Man Standing” may very well not win – even against an unpopular 

incumbent.  

Limitations 

 

 The main limitation in this study was lack of access to pertinent data. For staff data, this 

thesis examined movement of “key staffers.” While it would have been interesting to examine 

movement of all staffers, even those in the lower levels of the campaigns, those records were not 

accessible for all candidates. Further, not all donation records were available due to FEC 

loopholes discussed in Chapter Three, which allow for unlimited, unreported donations to 

501(c)(4) “social welfare” organizations. In the 2012 election cycle, the 502(c)(4) conservative 

PACs Crossroads GPS and Americans for Prosperity spent more on the presidential election than 

all other Super PACs combined (Barker, 2012). However, without reporting requirements, 

researchers do not have access to donation data.   

Additionally, the sample size for donation data was limited to large donors who 

contributed more than $10,000. Including smaller donors in the analysis would give a more 

complete picture of donor convergence, but the sheer number of such donors was not conducive 

to the time period available for data collection and analysis for this thesis. 

Future Research 

 

 This thesis used network analysis to trace convergence and explore how and whether the 

support bases of the original Republican Presidential candidates unified behind the single 

candidate that was ultimately chosen to run in the general election. In the future, researchers 
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could use this model to trace convergence during an election in which there is no incumbent.   

Exploring and comparing convergence (or lack thereof) within each party could provide insight 

into differences in network patterns in each party, and help researchers to understand whether 

Democratic and Republican networks behave in the same way. 

 Further, researchers could examine funding patterns for Congressional and/or 

gubernatorial elections to determine explore convergence of donors on a local level as opposed 

to a national level. Finally, researchers could take the approach of a donor-based study, exploring 

contribution patters of donors across national, state, and local elections to understand where and 

how large donors focus their financial attention during an election cycle.  
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Appendix A: Detailed Donor Spreadsheet 

 

 

  

2011: August 30-December 31, 

2011 

First Quarter 2012: January 1 

through March 30, 2011 

Second Quarter:April 1 through June 

30, 2012 

July 1 through August 30, 

2012 

DONOR Donee  Date Amount Donee  Date Amount Donee Date Amount Donee 

Dat

e Amount 

CIT. FOR A 

WORK 

AMER.       

Bachma

nn 
1/11/12 $163,000  

            

  
      Romney 1/20/12 455,000             

HOPE, 

JASON Cain 10/25/11 $10,000.00  Romney 2/17/12 $2,500  Romney 5/14/12 $2,500        

  RNC 12/29/11 $30,800        RNC 5/14/12 4,200       

KALIKOW, 

PETER S. Perry 11/22/11 $5,000        Romney 4/30/12 $5,000        

  

Cain 12/23/11 $50,000                    

WEIDNER, 

WILLIAM 
      

Cain 2/8/12 $25,000  

Romney 6/1/12 $5,000        

              RNC 6/3/12 $30,800        

ADELSON, 

MIRIAM DR. RNC 9/30/11 $30,800  Gingrich 1/24/12 $5,000,000  Romney 6/14/12 $5,000,000  Romney 7/24/12 $5,000  

        Gingrich  2/17/12 $2,500,000              

        Gingrich 3/21/12 $5,000,000              

        RNC 3/26/12 $30,800              

ADELSON, 

SHELDON RNC 9/30/11 $30,800  Gingrich 1/6/12 $5,000,000  Romney 6/14/12 $5,000,000  Romney 7/30/12 $5,000  

        Gingrich  2/17/12 $2,500,000              

        RNC 3/26/12 $30,800              

ADELSON, 

SHELLEY  RNC 10/4/11 $30,800  Gingrich 2/8/12 $500,000        Romney 7/30/12 $5,000  

  RNC 10/6/11 $30,800  RNC 3/29/12 $50,800              

OCHSHORN, 

SIVAN 

Ging

rich 12/22/11 $500,000              RNC 7/30/12 $4,200  

                    Romney 7/30/12 $5,000  

SIMMONS, 

HAROLD 

AmC

ross 11/29/11 $5,000,000  

AmCros

s 1/13/12 $5,000,000  

AmCros

s 4/25/12 $1,000,000        

  
Ging

rich 12/15/11 $500,000  Romney 1/13/12 $100,000              

        Gingrich 1/24/12 $500,000              

        Gingrich 2/15/12 $100,000              

        Romney 2/28/12 $100,000              

        Romney 3/9/12 $100,000              

        Romney 3/19/12 $500,000              

CAVENEY, 

MARGARET  Perry 9/21/11 $2,500  Gingrich 1/31/12 $250,000  RNC 

4/2/200

12 $60,800        
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LUKATZ, 

OREN 

Ging

rich 9/30/11 $2,500        Romney 5/4/12 $2,500        

  RNC 10/31/11 $30,800                    

  
Ging

rich 12/22/11 $250,000                    

LUKATZ, 

YASMIN RNC 

9/30/11 $61,600  

      RNC 

4/2/200

12 $60,800        

  
Ging

rich 
12/22/11 $250,000  

                  

HANNA, 

FRANK JR. 

Ging

rich 12/7/11 $15,000  

Santoru

m 1/12/12 $30,000  RNC 6/1/12 $30,800        

  
Ging

rich 12/18/11 $5,000        Romney 6/11/12 $10,000        

  
Santo

rum 12/29/11 $20,000                    

KARGMAN, 

JAMES B Cain 9/26/11 $1,000  Gingrich 

3/15/12 $10,000  

            

  Cain  10/20/11 $1,500                    

MACK, 

EARLE 

Ging

rich 
12/22/11 $10,000  

Gingrich 
2/16/12 $10,000  

Romney 4/23/12 $5,000        

ARNOTT, 

ROBERT D 

Hunt

sman 
11/18/11 $250,000  

CGA 1/17/12 250,000 RNC 6/1/12 $30,800  FW 8/7/12 $75,000  

        CGA 3/1/12 $250,000              

PERENCHIO, 

JERROLD 

      
Huntsm

an 
1/6/12 $100,000  

Romney 5/23/12 $5,000        

        Romney 1/17/12 $100,000              

        Romney 2/23/12 $500,000              

WALTON, 

JIM 

Rom

ney 10/7/11 $100,000  Romney 1/17/12 $100,000              

  
Hunt

sman 10/21/11 $100,000                    

  
Rom

ney 10/25/11 $2,500                    

OBERNDORF

, WILLIAM 

Hunt

sman 
12/30/11 $50,000  

            Romney 7/31/12 $2,500  

                    RNC 7/31/12 $30,800  

TAUBMAN, 

NICHOLAS F 

Hunt

sman 
10/28/11 $50,000        AmCros

s 5/31/12 $100,000        

              RNC 6/1/12 $30,800        

KNIGHT, 

PHILIP H       

Huntsm

an 
1/6/12 $25,000  

Romney 6/1/12 $5,000        

              RNC 6/1/12 $30,800        

MCCAW, 

CRAIG 

Hunt

sman 11/15/11 $12,500        Romney 4/19/12 $5,000        

  
Hunt

sman 
12/16/11 $25,000  

      

AmCros

s 6/29/12 $500,000        

MCCAW, 

SUSAN 

Hunt

sman 
11/15/11 $12,500  

      Romney 4/19/12 $5,000        

  
Hunt

sman 
12/16/11 $25,000  

                  

BARNES, 

ELENA 

Hunt

sman 
12/12/11 $12,500  

DCC 1/17/12 $17,500              
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BARNES, 

MELANIE 

Hunt

sman 
12/12/11 $12,500  

DCC 1/17/12 $17,500              

RUFER, 

CHRIS 

Johns

on 
9/11/12 $200,000  

LNC 2/27/12 $15,000  
Johnson 6/28/12 100,000 

      

  LNC 11/11/11 $10,000                    

  LNC 11/14/11 $10,000                    

TROUTT, 

KENNY A 
Perry 

8/30/11 150,000 

Santoru

m 
3/27/12 $150,000              

  
AmC

ross 11/3/11 $500,000  

RNC 

3/22/12 $30,800        

  

    

  
Rom

ney 12/16/11 $5,000        

  

    

  

    

MCKERNAN, 

THOMAS 
Perry 9/13/11 $10,000  Romney 3/31/12 $2,500  RNC 6/6/12 $30,800  

      

  Perry 
9/14/11 $2,500        Romney 6/6/12 $2,500  

  
    

CONTRAN 

CORP 
Perry 9/23/11 $500,000  

            
      

  
Amer

ican 

Cross 10/21/11 $1,000,000        

            

  Perry 10/24/11 $500,000                    

  

Amer

ican 

Cross 

10/26/11 $1,000,000  

      

            

ANWAR, S. 

JAVAID 

Perry 9/2/11 $5,000  

      RNC 5/31/12 $22,500  

RNC 8/29/12 $30,800  

  Perry 9/15/11 $250,000                    

HILES, 

MARCUS D 

MR. 

Perry 10/26/11 $200,000  

      

AmCros

s 
6/13/12 $105,000        

CHAZEN, 

STEPHEN I  

Perry 9/29/11 $100,000  Romney 2/8/12 $5,000  

      

Romney 8/6/12 $50,000  

              

      

Americ

an 

Cross 

8/7/12 
$125,00

0  

                    RNC 7/13/12 $16,700  

FOSTER, 

PAUL L MR. 

Perry 12/27/11 $100,000        Romney 6/29/12 $5,000  

      

                    RNC 7/1/12 $30,800  

PERRY, BOB 

J MR. Perry 

8/30/11 $100,000  

Romney 2/5/12 $3,000,000  

Romney 6/1/12 $2,000,000  Romney 7/20/12 
$2,000,0

00  

  

Perry 12/6/11 $2,500        

AmCros

s 6/28/12 $2,000,000  

Americ

an 

Cross 

8/21/12 
$2,000,0

00  

  
Rom

ney 
12/7/11 $500,000  

            
      

REES-JONES, 

T. D 

Perry 10/7/11 $100,000  RNC 2/19/12 $30,800  Romney 4/13/12 $2,500  

      

        Romney 3/31/12 $5,000  Romney 5/8/12 $100,000        

DREEBEN, 

ALAN MR. 

Perry 9/29/11 

$50,000  

Romney 2/1/12 $2,500  

      

      

        Romney 3/19/12 $25,000              
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FIELER, 

SEAN M MR. 

Perry 11/18/11 

$50,000        

Romney 6/8/12 $50,256  

RNC 8/15/12 $30,800  

DUNLAP, 

DAVID D  

Perry 9/2/11 

$25,000  

  

    Romney 6/8/12 $2,500  

  

    

  Perry 9/6/11 $2,500                    

SANDERSON

, JOE F Perry 

9/28/11 

$25,000              

RNC 7/7/12 $30,800  

                    Romney 7/5/12 $5,000  

DOWD, JOHN 

M MR. 

Cain 9/29/11 $2,500  Gingrich 1/22/12 $2,500  RNC 5/1/12 $25,800  

      

  Perry 10/19/11 $5,000  Romney 2/1/12 $2,500  Romney 5/1/12 $2,500        

  Perry 10/31/11 
$25,000  

Santoru

m 
2/8/12 $2,500  

AmCros

s 
5/18/12 $10,000        

  Perry 12/12/11 $10,000        Obama 5/29/12 $2,500        

WASHBURN, 

PAUL M. Perry 9/13/11 $10,000.00              Romney 7/2/12 $5,000  

TEMPLETON 

Santo

rum 
12/14/11 $50,000  Santoru

m 1/23/12 $15,000  

Romney 6/12/12 2,500 

      

  
Santo

rum 
12/23/11 $200,000        RNC 6/12/12 $23,900  

      

MIHAYLO, 

STEVEN G 

Santo

rum 
12/16/11 $25,000  

Santoru

m 
1/10/12 $25,000  

      

Romney 7/5/12 $5,000  

  
      

Santoru

m 
2/14/12 $10,000    

    
      

  
      

Santoru

m 3/22/12 $25,000  
  

    
      

LOISELLE, 

KEITH RNC 11/8/11 $30,800  

Santoru

m 2/17/12 $2,500        

Romney 7/23/12 $5,000  

  
Santo

rum 
11/10/11 $18,500  

Santoru

m 3/1/12 $10,000        
RNC 7/25/12 $20,000  

  
Santo

rum 11/14/11 $6,500  

Santoru

m 3/2/12 $15,000        
      

SEGEL, 

DAVID 
Cain 10/14/11 $2,500  

Santoru

m 
1/12/12 $20,000  

Santoru

m 
4/2/12 $20,000  Romney 7/3/12 $5,000  

  
Santo

rum 
12/22/11 $15,000  

      
            

BLACKWELL

, H. R. 

      
Santoru

m 
2/26/12 $10,000  

      RNC 8/15/12 $10,000  

                    Romney 8/21/12 $2,500  

EDELMAN, 

LESLIE P 

Santo

rum 
12/27/11 $10,000  

            

      

                    Romney 7/9/12 $5,000  

HOLLINGER, 

DAVID L 

Santo

rum 
12/29/11 $10,000        

      

Romney  7/23/12 $5,000  

KATZ, 

ARNOLD M. 

Santo

rum 
12/21/11 $10,000  

            

Romney 8/23/12 $2,500  

BEAMAN, 

LEE 
Cain 10/14/11 $2,500  

Santoru

m 
2/22/12 $10,000  

RNC 6/4/12 $22,500  
Romney 8/15/12 $5,000  

        Gingrich 2/29/12 $2,500              

DUHAMEL, 

WM F . 

Rom

ney 
12/19/11 10,000 

Santoru

m 
1/17/12 

10,000 

Romney 4/9/12 $16,000  

      

PROPST, WS 
Ging

rich 
12/29/11 500,000   

  
  

      
RNC 8/22/12 $30,800  

                    Romney 8/22/12 $5,000  
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GRAY, C. 

BOYDEN 

Hunt

sman 
12/30/11 50,000 Romney 

2/28/12 

2,500 

Romney 4/23/12 $5,000  

Romney 7/10/12 $50,000  

              Romney 4/18/12 $50,000        

WALTON, 

CHRISTY 
Cain 11/1/11 2,500   

  

  

      

      

  
Hunt

sman 
11/2/11 50,000   

  

  

      

      

  
Hunt

sman 
11/2/11 2,500   

  

  

      

      

MCLANE, 

DRAYTON 
Perry 9/2/11 100,000   

  

  Romney 6/26/12 $250,000  

      

CHOCTAW 

NATION OK 
Perry 12/29/11 50,000   

  

  

      

RNC 8/22/12 $25,000  

  RNC 12/29/11 30,800                   

DARBY, 

TERRENCE 
      

Santoru

m 
2/3/12 

10,000 

      

Romney 7/9/12 $5,000  

                    RNC 7/11/12 $30,800  

BUSCH, 

TIMOTHY 

Santo

rum 
12/29/11 2,500 

Santoru

m 
1/13/12 

50,000 

      

Romney 7/27/12 $5,000  

                    RNC 7/27/12 $30,800  

COOPER, 

JAMES L. 
      

Santoru

m 
3/29/12 

10,000 

      

Romney 8/21/12 $2,000  

KAWANANA

KOA, 

ABIGAIL K. 
  

    

Gingrich 2/10/12 $100,000  Romney 6/17/12 $2,500        

                          

MARTINO, 

M. E.       Gingrich 1/24/12 $100,000  Romney 5/21/12 $5,000        

NOBLE, A. S.       Gingrich  2/20/12 $10,000  RNC 5/23/12 $29,299        

        Gingrich 2/16/12 $10,000  Romney 5/23/12 $5,000        

        Gingrich 3/3/12 $10,000  Romney 6/17/12 $2,500        

CHICKASAW 

NATION 

      DNC 3/28/12 $30,800  

Romney 5/15/12 $2,500  

RNC 8/22/12 $22,500  

                    Romney 8/22/12 $2,500  

DORE, 

WILLIAM J       

Santoru

m 

1/11/12 

$1,000,000  

      Romney 7/24/12 $5,000  

  
      

Santoru

m 
2/14/12 $500,000        RNC 7/26/12 $20,000  

  
      

Santoru

m 
3/26/12 $500,000              

  
      

Santoru

m 3/12/12 $250,000  
            

FRIESS, 

FOSTER S       

Santoru

m 1/9/12 $50,000  

USA SP 5/7/12 $25,000  

      

  
      

Santoru

m 
1/18/12 $253,400        

      

        FW 1/23/12 $100,000  Romney 6/20/12 $100,000        

  

      

Santoru

m 1/30/12 $415,600  

Friends 

of the 

Majority 

6/21/12 $25,000  

      

        Santoru 2/15/12 $1,000,000              



 

75 

 

m 

  
      

Santoru

m 
2/21/12 $600,000  

            

  
      

Santoru

m 
3/8/12 $500,000  

            

CASTER, 

TERRENCE        

Santoru

m 

1/9/12 

$50,000        

Romney 7/25/12 $5,000  

  
      

Santoru

m 
1/6/12 

$15,000  
      RNC 7/25/12 $30,800  

LIQUID 

CAPITAL 

MKT       

Santoru

m 

1/12/12 

$50,000        

Romney 7/25/12 $5,000  

  
      

Santoru

m 
1/26/12 

$2,500        
RNC 7/25/12 $30,800  

SAEMAN, 

JOHN V 

      
Santoru

m 
2/25/12 $25,000  

Romney 6/8/12 $2,500        

PURSELL, 

JAMES       

Santoru

m 3/29/11 $25,000        

Romney 7/24/12 $2,500  

DARBY, 

TERENCE 

LEO 

      
Santoru

m 
2/13/12 $10,000  

      RNC 7/11/12 $30,800  

                          

                          

HARDY, 

JOSEPH A III 

      
Santoru

m 
2/29/12 $10,000  

      

Romney 7/9/12 $5,000  

REINKE, 

DAVID K 

      
Santoru

m 
3/29/12 $10,000  

Romney 5/1/12 $5,000  

      

              RNC 5/1/12 $30,800        
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Appendix B: Time Series Graphs for Select Multicandidate Donors 

 

August – December 2011 
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Quarter One 2012 
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Quarter Two 2012 
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Quarter Three 2012 
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