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ABSTRACT

The basic assumptions of this study are that individual
contributors to campaigns are motivated by a desire to
enhance their self-esteem through access, acquired through
giving, and that large givers exhibit behavior that
indicates a greater desire for access. Large givers exhibit
such behavior to a significantly greater extent than
moderate or small givers, and seek "status" by giving for

other than politically-explicit reasons.

It is hypothesized that:
I. All contributors have a greater sense of
political efficacy and greater trust in

government than the general public.

II. Individuals contribute as a result of con-
ventional, acceptable motives, which are:

Patriotism

Ideology

Efficacy

Government Trust

Party Identification/Partisanship
Party Identification/Partisanship
Issue Orientation

P~ o g, s o~ s~
AU B N
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There are statistically significant,
positive relationships between the above
conventional reasons for giving, and:

(a) The amount of contribution;

(b) The number of contributions;

{c) The number of candidates to whom
contributions are made.

vii



I1II. There is a significant, positive relation-
ship between a contributor’s need to seek
status (enhancement of self-esteem) and:
(1) The amount of contribution;
(2) The number of contributions;
(3) The number of candidates to whom
contributions are made.
IV. There is a significant, positive relation-
ship between contributors who desire access
and:
(1) The amount of contribution;
(2) The number of contributions;
(3) The number of candidates to whom
contributions are made.
A questionnaire containing 56 questions was mailed to
a random sample of 2,700 contributors to the 1988 United
States Senate races in nine states, representing the nine

census regions of the country. By using five variables, a

"representative" state was selected.,

The data revealed that access is important to
substantially all givers, but more important to large givers
and those who contribute more frequently to more candidates,
and certain attitudinal and behavioral indicators point to
manifestations of the need for access to enhance the giver’s
self-esteem and status. Status is also important to the

same group.

viii




I.
INTRODUCTION

In the 1977-78 United States Senate races, winning
candidates raised $43,000,000 to finance their campaigns.
In 1987 and 1988, winning candidates raised $121,700,000
(Federal Election Commission Report 1989). In ten years,
winning candidates for the United States Senate have
increased the sum raised by that group ovexr 355 percent.,
It is estimated that since January 1, 1989, 32 Senators who
will run again in 1990 have raised cash at the rate of
$145,000 per day (Kilpatrick 1989). It is further estimated
that the "contributing elite" make up only 10 to 12 percent

of the electorate (Campaign Practice Reports 1989).

Contributors use a variety of means or vehicles to part
with their money, such as federal income tax checkoff, state
income tax checkoff, giving to a candidate organization,
giving to a party organization, giving to a political action
committee, giving to a ballot issue committee, or giving to
other groups supporting or opposing candidates (Campaign
Practice Reports 1989). This group of "contributing elites"
seems to own a bottomless well. They give and they give and

they give and they give.--Why?

Money has always been a prerequisite to effective
campaigning. No one argues credibly that money is not the

prime prerequisite for an effective campaign. As Tip




O’Neill once said, "As it is now, there are four parts to
any campaign. The candidate, the issues of the candidate,
the campaign organization, and the money with which to run
the campaign. Without money you can forget the other
three" (Breslin 1975, 14). A candidate must have money to
communicate to hundreds of thousands and even millions of

people.

Two major traditions of belief, capitalism and demo-
cracy, have dominated the 1life of this nation. The two
ftréditions of capitalism and democracy share many values,
but there is, and has been, a continuing clash throughout
our history between these two concepts. Contributing to
candidates, although recognized as a participatory
manifestation (Jacobson 1980), is an area that has not been
explored in this traditional conflict. Contributing has
been recognized as a rather aggressive participatory
activity by Milbrath (1965) as being a part of the
manifestation of participation for “"gladiators", those
participators who are not only involved in politics but
literally become active in many ways: "Most contributions,
however, come from gladiators themselves." (Milbrath 1965,

24).

Several questions may be posed: Why should there be a
distinction between those who are financially able to
contribute and those who are not financially able to

contribute? Should participation in the democratic process



be less difficult for those with money than for those
without money? Does, in fact, the ability to contribute
dollars to candidates add emphasis to the reward system that
capitalism stresses? Is contributing to candidates merely
another function of the. free market that capitalism holds is
the most efficient and fairest mechanism for distributing
goods and services? Herbert McCloskey and John Zaller in
The American Ethos hold that the nation has viclated almost
every principle of its democratic tradition and concern
themselves with what they call the "vital role played by
opinion elites in articulating and promoting values of the

ethos." (1984, 8).

Is the ability to contribute more money, or any money
at all for that matter, to political candidates merely
another description of those opinion elites who show a more
intense and continuing concern for the affairs of the larger
community and, therefore, exert a disproportional influence
on the operation of the system? Is this ability to
contribute and the results of contributing, which are
discussed in this dissertation, another "unregulated market"
or a "regulated market" that has become costly to the
economy and has created an adverse effect on the general
welfare of the country? Or is the whole mechanism of
contributing to candidates another expression of freedom and
the further manifestation on the part of political elites to
guide American political policies and practices? It may be

argued that there is no equality between political elites



[who are defined for the purposes of this dissertation as
*the most influential actors with the greatest access to
political resources..." (Dahl 1982, 37)]1 s Or "contributing
elites" as this group is referred to in this dissertation,
and the majority of the electorate who either do not choose
to participate in this fashion or are unable to participate
in this fashion.

The effects of, and motives for giving should also be
included in the study of participation, or decline thereof,
in elections. Paul Abramson (1983) in his 1982 study
concluded that the decline in presidential turnout is
largely explained from the impact of two attitudinal trends,
weakening of party identification and declining beliefs
about government responsiveness. The research presented in
this dissertation and prior survey studies lend weight to
the proposition that those who give more trust government,
and all contributors are efficacious.2 In this context, one
might ask, what'’'s so bad about large political
contributions? Could these larger contributions merely be
another aspect of feelings of government trust and political
efficacy, and merely another method of participatory

activity that should not be frowned upon?

1l A more extensive description or definition of "political
elites” will be found in Milbrath’s Political Participation,
Second Edition (1977). Also, see Herson’s The Politicgs of
Ideas (1984, p. 245), wherein Herson discusses Thomas Dye
who quotes Domhoff.

2 In Section V of this dissertation, the reversal in the
trend toward government trust, as shown by the National
Election Study of 1988 is discussed.



Scholars have found that more education produces a
bigger incentive to participate (Wolfinger and Rosenstone
1980). As this study and prior studies have shown, the
contributing elites of this country are far better educated
than the electorate as a whole.3 Is this why they
contribute? An interesting result found in this study and
prior studies, is the relatively high rate of turnout by

these contributing elites. There is no decline in turnout

among this group; no decline in participation.

Paul Sniderman (1975) asserts that the politically
active and influential tend to have significantly higher
self-esteem than doeg the average citizen. Carol Pateman
(1970) concludes that low self-esteem tends to inhibit
rather than encourage political involvement, yet low self-
esteem does not preclude political involvement. Both of
these authors concern themselves with the effect of self-
esteem or lack thereof on participation. Milbrath and Goel
also discuss "personality needs" and cite Maslow’s theories
of needs in relation to political participation, which
includes self-esteem or ego-strength (1977, 83). Questions
are raised in this study about the need for enhancement of
self-esteem through giving. If, in fact, self-esteem is
enhanced through giving, or at least a desire for increased
self-esteem is manifested through giving, is giving clearly

a participatory tool that should not, per se, be branded or

3 See Table 2-A.



labeled as "bad" or "good"? Just as participation by some
may mean only a fulfillment of self-interest, e.g. an
ability to obtain a political job, giving, although in some
instances in self-interest only, is clearly a socially

acceptable participatory vehicle.

What is the result of political giving, who partici-
pates in it, what do the participators expect from it, and
how do they feel about it? These are issues that are
central to this dissertation and will be investigated and

discussed.

A great deal is known about where the money goes and
how political action committees spend. The Federal Election
Commission keeps accurate records about the income and
expenditures of candidates for federal races. Watchdog
organizations, such as Common Cause, review those numbers
constantly. PACs proliferate. But the question that has
escaped attention and investigation is, why do those
individuals who contribute money, do so? What does "giving"
really mean to those who give? Do contributors give to
affect policy, as many political observers assume, or are
there other reasons? Do contributors give out of patrio-
tism, out of a feeling of loyalty to a candidate or party,
because of an agreement with a candidate on a particular
issue or issues, for access, for a combination of any of
these, or for what may be termed politically nonexplicit

reasons such as enhancing one’s self-esteem? 1Is there a



significant difference in motivations for giving between
large givers and small givers as defined herein? Do
Republicans tend to contribute more than Democrats? How
important is access to political contributors? 1Is access as
important to small givers as to large givers? How do givers

manifest their desire for access?

All of these questions will be investigated and discus-
sed in various ways in this dissertation, and, as will be
seen, there is a small body of existing literature which

treats giving from other standpoints.



II.
LITERATURE REVIEW

Many scholars, including John M. Wright (1985), Michael
J. Malbin (1984), Ruth S. Jones and Warren E. Miller (1985),
and Marjorie Randon Hershey (1984), have investigated cam-
paign giving, and, as a result, there is a small body of
well-developed literature on the effects of contributions on
particular campaigns, with an emphasis on PAC spending
methods and on how PAC spending affects politics, politi-
cians, and roll call voting. Significant contributions in
- this area have been made by such distinguished scholars as
Malbin (1984), Jones and Miller (1985), Larry J. Sabato
(1985), Benjamin Ginsberg (1984), Gary C. Jacobson (1980,
1984), James B. Kau and Paul H. Rubin (1982), and John
Theilmann and Al Wilhite (1989).

These scholars, having specifically investigated cam-
paign giving, are distinguished from those who have also
made significant contributions to the understanding of the
giving motivation or process. While not directly or speci-
fically studying contributions, a group of scholars studied
what may be broadly termed “the political personality."
These authors include Kay Lehman Schlozman and John T.
Tierney (1986), Herbert A. Simon (1985), Harold D. Lasswell
(1948), Paul M. Sniderman (1975), Gordon W. Allport (1945 &
1950), Donn Byrne (1974), W. V. Silverberg (1952), and



Robert W. White (1961). The contributions of this latter
group of scholars must be understood and reviewed in the
context of the specific "contribution" studies of the other

group.

Schlozman and Tierney understood organized interests,
but they also understood that there are many reasons why
individuals participate and showed an understanding of
personal motives. As they put it, "It is axiomatic to our
understanding of the political psychology of individuals
that political men seek power, often for the other rewards
on behalf of which it can be exercised, but sometimes for
its own sake" (1986, 25). Simon added to this theory in
explaining political behavior in the conte#t of rational
choice theory and the rational theory of cognitive psycho-
logy. Simon (1985) attempted to explain human behavior in
political context and concluded that any analysis of the
principal of rationality must be "accompanied by extensive
empirical research to identify the correct auxiliary
assumptions" (1985, 302), and unless that analysis 1is
accompanied by that empirical research, it "has little power
to make valid predictions about political phenomena" (p.
302). While not specifically studying campaign giving,
Simon’s conclusions point to a direction for future investi-
gators which this dissertation follows. As Simon put it,
"We need to understand not only how people reason about
alternatives, but where the alternatives come from in the

first place" (p. 302).
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Among his conclusions, Simon pointed out, "Nothing is
more fundamental in setting our research agenda and in
forming our research methods than our view of the nature of
the human beings whose behavior we are studying” (1985,

303).

The forerunner of this type of investigation was Harold
Lasswell, who understood the motivations of those who enter
politics. Lasswell understood the motivations of those who
contribute money without specifically studying this group.
Lasswell noted:

"Whatever the special form of political

expression, the common trait of the politi-

cal personality type is emphatic demand for

deference. When such a motive is associated

with skill and manipulation, and with timely

circumstances, an effective politician is

the result. The fully developed political

type works out his destiny in the world of

public objects in the name of public good.

He displaces private motives on public

objects in the name of collective advan-

tage." (1951, 21)
In his work on the “"political personality," Lasswell
conceded that power can be wielded for worthy purposes by
the strong and the good. Lasswell’s conclusion forms a
strong connecting link between all of the literature
regarding psychological motivations of those who participate
and the conclusions to be reached in this dissertation. As
will be discussed, "the notion of a political type is that
of a developmental type who passes through a distinctive

career line in which the power opportunities of each
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situation are selected in preference to other opportunities"
(1948, 21). This description matches the profile of a
special Qroup of contributors to be described in this study.
Lasswell’s description of the political man was the
forerunner of this special group, in that his political man:
(1) accentuates power (gives more); (2) demands power for
the self (access); (3) accentuates expectations concerning
power (behavioral aspects); and (4) acquires at least a

nminimum proficiency in the skills of power (players).

Other contributions to the literature in this group of
psychologically oriented writers, such as Allport, treated
the effects of political participation on the self, or ego.
Allport understood the enhancement of self-esteem in terms
of participation. In an essay dealing with participation,
he recognized that "The individual’s desire for personal
status is apparently insatiable" (Allport 1950, 147).
Allport’s essay focused upon problems of participation and
"the task of obtaining from the common man participation in

matters affecting his own destiny..." (p. 156).

Don Byrne (1974) put it simply by concluding that the
aim of the ego is merely to obtain pleasure and to avoid
pain. This is the "emphatic demand for deference" of which
Harold Lasswell wrote (1951, 21). Wayne Guffey (1972) may
well have described the "large giver" discussed in this
dissertation when he noted that "self-esteem is the aware-

ness of how close the individual is to the original
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omnipotence" (p. 162). This concept of giving which was
brought out by many of these writers, and so well put by
Guffey, is the essence of the motivations for a large giver
and predates Sniderman’s views on self-esteem and the need
for enhancement of self-esteem that is fulfilled by partici-
pation. Milbrath and Goel (1977) also understood this
concept when they recognized that, "...political
actives...usually have their impulse under control and
clothe their motives with the garb of public interest." (p.
8s5).

The second group of scholars mentioned above took
another step in the study of giving in general and,
specifically, where the dollars go and why. Sabato (1985)
discussed the recipients of PAC money and identified the
obvious difference in the recipients of corporate PAC funds,
labor PAC funds, and various trade PAC funds while analyzing
the size of gifts by various PACs in the 1982 election
cycle. His contribution is in the area of PAC motivation

for giving to a particular candidate.

Malbin (1984) discussed campaign finance reform and the
ever-popular subject of new or more 1limits on campaign
spending, while pointing out the phenomenal rise and
proliferation of Political Action Committees and the
so~called Pac Phenomenon. Malbin, in a book of eight
collected essays, characterized his book as follows: “This

book is about how the extensive changes made in finance laws
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during the 1970’'s have affected, and will affect, political
campaigns in the United States" (1984, 1).

Central to the issues in this dissertation are Malbin’s
own remarks, both in his introduction to the book and his
own essay, along with an excellent essay by Gary C. Jacobson
(1984). Jacobson set forth some interesting statistics on
the sources of campaign contributions to House and Senate
general election candidates from 1974 to 1982 which
dramatically point out the significant rise in those
expenditures for those years. Parallel to those statistics
are those compiled showing the correlation of increase of
PAC contributions to congressional candidates for that same
period. Throughout Jacobson’s essay, and noted by Malbin,
are references to increased money-raising ability of the
Republican Party and the impact of that increased money-

raising ability, a phenomenon supported by the current data.

Malbin, in his own essay, (1984) took aim at
legislation, regulations, and Supreme Court decisions that
affect and impact contribution 1limits, and makes strong
recommendations for future finance "reform." Antecedent to
his own essay, in the introduction to the book, Malbin
points out what is noted in this dissertation: "As anybody
who bought this book must know, it costs money to communi-
cate ideas beyond one’s immediate circle. Political
campaigning in a representative democracy necessarily
involves communication; candidates must persuade people to

vote for them. Once, political communication could be done
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face-to-face at 1little cost, but that option is not avail-
able in most places today" (1984, 1). 1In his own essay, he
noted that, “Opponents of the current campaign finance
system like to say that contributions do not buy votes, but
do buy access--that is, they help a lobbyist gain entry into
a member’s office to present a case" (p. 265). Malbin
expressed his skepticism of that conclusion and dwelt on the
effect of campaign contributions and the environment of
contributions (fund-raisers, etc.) but confined his observa-
tions to that circle of Washington Ilobbyists and their

fund-raising events.

Further contributions to the literature have been made
by others studying individual determinants or motives for
campaign giving. John Thielmann and Al Wilhite (1989) used
data obtained from the Federal Election Commission and
explored differences between individual and institutional
campaign contributions in attempting to evaluate the "deter-
minants of absolute individual contributions and their
influence on the proportion of total contributions made up
of individual contributions..." (p. 327). They found that
"individual contributions appear to be influenced by many of
the same factors affecting total contributions," and that
"these factors affect individual contributions and other
types of contributions differently" (p. 327). Their thrust
was a candidate’s status in enabling a candidate to solicit
funds from an individual. Their contribution to this

"money” literature centers around the candidate. Thielmann
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and Wilhite assumed that "individual funds are collected
within the district" and that "while there are undoubtedly
some out-of-district contributions, most of those are from
organized political action committees" ("Note" p. 329).
These assumptions are not supported by the data which is the
source of this study, since all of the data in this study is
individual data from FEC reports. All PAC contributions
were omitted. There is significant evidence, therefore,
that, candidates for the United States Senate receive

substantial sums from individuals outside of their state.

Lynn Ragsdale and Timothy E. Cook (1987) also provided
an interesting study on the ability of challengers and
incumbents to raise money. The Ragsdale and Cook article is
written from the perspective of the effects of the various
incumbent activities on challenger expenditures and chal-

lenger PAC contributions.

Ragsdale and Cook’s study centered around the possible
linkage of strong challengers to resources of the incumbent
and how incumbent resources in an election year are deter-
mined. The thrust of their study, however, did not involve
the individuals’ motives for giving to campaigns, but,
rather, the ability of the incumbent and the challenger,

within certain environments, to raise money.

James B. Kau and Paul H. Rubin (1982) also reviewed
determinants of Congressional voting as a result of

contributions from an economist’s standpoint. They explored,
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among other things, changes in campaign finance law between
1972 and 1978 in an attempt to determine the impact of those
changes in campaign finance laws, concluding that the
changes "have increased the ability of businesses and
corporations to contribute to electoral campaigns" (p. 107).
The focus of their study was also from a candidate’s
standpoint, and Kau and Rubin found that in 1982, "No
relationship was apparent between the ideological voting of
a representative and the amount of contributions he or she
received from business; nor did any relationship exist
between voting and contributions received" (p. 113). This
is an interesting conclusion when viewed with our theory and
data. Basically, Kau and Rubin studied variables that may

explain Congressional voting.

Benjamin Ginsberg (1984) also studied some other
aspects of changes in American electoral politics affected
by public funding of presidential campaigns and a
proliferation of PACs. Ginsberg brings out some interesting
points about what he calls "the new political technology"”
and portrays the Republicans and the right as benefiting the
most from the "new technology" because of what he calls the
"traditional financial advantage of the right...* (p. 175).
It should be noted once again that the current data under

review support this theory.

Marjorie Randon Hershey (1984) alsoc looked at campaign

finance reform and the rapid growth of PACs and discussed
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how reforms in campaign contribution law "institutionalized
a means by which private money might play an increasing role
in the financing of congressional races: the thousands of
newly formed PACs" (p. 8). Hexr conclusion was that “The
goal of PAC giving, after all, is to promote the groups’
interests by gaining access to people and power, and there
is no percentage in having good access to a likely loser"
(p- 7). Once again, Hershey, as other writers discussed
above, viewed campaign contributions from the perspective of
their impact on the incumbent and the incumbent’s response
to that contribution and the "PAC Phenomena," but Hershey
joins Malbin, Drew, and Jacobson (as will be discussed) in

recognizing "access" as an important motivation.

Elizabeth Drew (1983) came a bit closer when she
questioned: "Why is all this money floating about? What
do the investors expect? At a minimum, they expect access,
but access is simply the required entry ticket for getting
something done. John Culver, the former Democratic Senator
from Iowa, says: 'I think there is no question that money
gives you real access. The members have to get their money
some place, and they are grateful for the contributions’"
(p. 77). Elizabeth Drew made the point, which is very
important to an understanding of this feeding frenzy for
funds, that "the acquisition of campaign funds has become an
ocbsession on the part of nearly every candidate for federal
office. The obsession leads the candidates who solicit and

accept money from those most able to provide it to adjust



