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ABSTRACT 
 
Do reforms to campaign finance laws affect citizens’ views toward government responsiveness? 

The bedrock of all campaign finance laws in the United States is the government’s compelling 

interest in preventing “corruption or its appearance.” Using Citizens United as an exogenous 

shock—a treatment—on 21 states’ campaign finance laws, I examine whether the holding 

affected citizens’ level of external efficacy. Using NES data from 2008 and 2012, I create a 

multivariate and probit regression to examine the effects on a novel external efficacy scale. The 

results show that Citizens United had a negative and statistically significant effect on citizens’ 

views whether public officials cared about them. This research presents a new way forward for 

using judicial mandates as natural experiments to study political efficacy.    
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I. Introduction 
 
Going forward, corporations and unions will be free to spend as much general treasury money as they wish on ads 
that support or attack specific candidates, whereas national parties will not be able to spend a dime of soft money on 
ads of any kind. The Court’s ruling thus dramatically enhances the role of corporations and unions—and the narrow 
interests they represent—vis-à-vis the role of political parties—and the broad coalitions they represent—in 
determining who will hold public office. 
 

Justice John Paul Stevens  
Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission, 
558 U.S. 310 (2010) 

 

Do reforms to campaign finance laws affect citizens’ views toward government 

responsiveness? The bedrock of all campaign finance laws in the United States is the 

government’s compelling interest in preventing “corruption or its appearance.”1 This legal 

criterion undergirds the nation’s campaign finance system and—more important—its reforms. 

Consequently, the impact of reforms on public opinion may explain the effectiveness of a reform 

while questioning the validity of the reform itself. Campaign finance reformers (i.e., individuals 

who advocate for regulations and financing limits) contend that without contribution and 

expenditure limits, the affluent will have a disproportionately larger voice in the political process. 

The reformers have proffered various types of evidence to argue that public perceptions of 

corruption in the political finance system are related to the campaign finance laws themselves. 

Opponents of campaign finance regulations have argued that they burden speech thus violating 

the First Amendment. In fact, opponents have been successful in reversing limits on expenditures 

and use of personal funds; however, the Court continues to uphold contribution limits and 

reporting requirements.2  

                                                
1 Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976) 
2 Buckley v. Valeo (1976) and McConnell v. FEC, 540 U.S. 93 (2003) 
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Campaign finance law is unique in that it is an area of law in which “appearances do 

matter.”3 Persily and Lammie (2004) demonstrate that the public perceives a great amount of 

corruption in the campaign finance system yet campaign finance reforms are not likely to affect 

their already negative perceptions. In fact, they conclude an individual’s perception of corruption 

derives from that person’s (1) status in society, (2) opinion of the incumbent President and 

economy over the past year, (3) attitudes toward taxation and “big government”, and (4) 

propensity to trust other people. Campaign finance laws may still have an impact on public 

opinion that is crucial for a healthy democracy. In fact, the question of whether campaign finance 

laws impact perceptions of government may be too direct of a measurement for the largely 

cynical public.  

External efficacy, people’s views toward government responsiveness, may be an 

alternative indicator for the appearance of corruption. The conclusion drawn in Persily and 

Larmie (2004)—that a certain set of individual-level demographics, ideology, trust and 

Presidential approval predict an individual’s perception of government corruption—does not 

explain for the effect a change in a law may have on public perceptions of government. Political 

efficacy is an important component of political participation, and an important component of 

democratic governance. If campaign finance laws themselves cannot change public opinion 

toward the level of political corruption, can reforms to campaign finance laws have an impact on 

an individual’s political efficacy?  

 

 

 

                                                
3 Shaw v. Reno, 509 U.S. 630, 647 (1993) 
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II. Brief History of Measuring Political Efficacy 

Political efficacy4 has taken on many forms and has yet to be consistently applied by social 

scientists. In 1952, the Center for Political Study (CPS) at the University of Michigan began 

routinely measuring efficacy. Efficacy then had several definitions: “the feeling that individual 

does have, or can have, an impact upon the political process” (Campbell et al. 1960; Campbell, 

Gurin and Miller 1954), “political self-confidence” (Janowitz and Marvick 1956) and “subjective 

political competence” (Almond and Verba 1963). After a decade of measurement, research 

conceptualized a dichotomous form of efficacy (Lane 1959). Researchers conceived efficacy as 

representing two dimensions, one focused on personal competence and the other on the 

responsiveness of government. Internal efficacy is defined as “beliefs about one’s own 

competence to understand and participate effectively in politics” (Niemi, Craig and Silver 1990); 

external efficacy is defined as “beliefs about the responsiveness of governmental authorities and 

institutions to citizen demands” (Hensler 1971; Converse 1972; Bach 1974). While scholars are 

in agreement on the dichotomous nature of efficacy, they have employed a broad range of 

operationalizations. 

Although the first CPS time series study was administered in 1948, the CPS began measuring 

efficacy in 1952 using a four-item scale (agree-disagree). In Appendix A, Table A1 shows the 

half-century chronology of efficacy measurements in the NES. CPS used the four-item scale 

through 1966 (VOTING, COMPLEX, NOSAY, NOCARE); however, the CPS included two 

new measures from 1968 through 1980 (CONGRESS and PARTIES). Some researchers used 

this six-item scale in various ways to measure political efficacy (Acock and Clarke 1990; Acock, 

Clarke, and Stewart 1985; Craig and Maggiotto 1982; McPherson, Welch and Clark 1977; Miller, 

                                                
4 Sometimes referred to plainly as “efficacy,” “personal efficacy” or “political self-efficacy” (Madsen 1987).  
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Miller and Schneider 1980); however, researchers would later undermine the validity and 

reliability of the measurement.  

By the early 1980’s, economic recession and emerging research changed the measurement 

for efficacy. The original six-item measurement was found to be unreliable. CONGRESS and 

PARTIES were dropped after 1980, after being measured for over a decade. VOTING was used 

for nearly three decades before it was dropped. Mokken (1969) showed that efficacious 

respondents could disagree with the effectiveness of voting since voting was not the only means 

for affecting government action. Conversely, inefficacious respondents could also disagree with 

the statement since they could be effective without voting. NOSAY was thought to measure 

internal efficacy when in fact it measures external efficacy (Niemi, Craig and Mattei 1991). 

NOCARE was not clearly measuring internal or external efficacy (Craig, Niemi and Silver 

1990); however, Niemi, Craig and Mattei (1991) found that NOCARE instead measures external 

efficacy. NOSAY measures external efficacy, not internal efficacy.  

The concept of external efficacy is more nuanced than that of internal efficacy. When 

first measuring efficacy, scholars conceptualized external efficacy in various forms, such as 

“support” (Easton 1965), “alienation” (Lane 1962) and “trust” (Gamson 1968). External efficacy, 

as originally measured by the CPS, was too blunt of an instrument to measure the nuances of 

perceived government responsiveness. Craig, Niemi and Silver (1990) describe the components 

of external efficacy, regime-based efficacy (RBE) and incumbent-based efficacy (IBE). Easton 

(1975) and Shingles (1988) define RBE as “the expectation that conventional rules and 

procedures for policy formation and implementation facilitate (rather than impede) citizen inputs.” 

Shingles (1988) defines IBE as the expectation that motivation and ability of incumbents 
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themselves facilitate citizen input, shifting from rules and procedures to the incumbents. 

Researchers sought to change the CPS scales and the 1987 Pilot Study provided this opportunity.  

The NES 1987 Pilot Study survey instrument included more than 18 items related to 

efficacy, not including additional items related to trust and responsiveness. The adopted items 

(some of which were modified CPS items) aimed to measure internal and external efficacy 

including RBE and IBE. Summarized in Table 1, Craig, Niemi and Silver (1990) review all of 

the changes in the 1987 Pilot Study and find PUBOFF, INFORMED, SELFQUAL and 

UNDERSTAND to be a valid and reliable measure of internal efficacy and LEGAL, FINALSAY, 

MAKELSTN and NOSAY for external efficacy.  

Table 1. Valid and Reliable Measurements of Internal & External Efficacy (Craig, Niemi and Mattei 1991) 
Measurement Variable Question Wording 
External 
Efficacy 

LEGAL There are many legal ways for citizens to successfully influence what the 
government does. 

FINALSAY Under our form of government, the people have the final say about how the 
country is run, no matter who is in office. 

MAKELSTN If public officials are not interested in hearing what the people think, there is 
really no way to make them listen. 

NOSAY People like me don’t have any say about what the government does. 
Internal 
Efficacy 

INFORMED I think that I am better informed about politics than most people. 
PUBOFF I feel that I could do as good a job in public office as most other people. 
SELFQUAL I consider myself to be well qualified to participate in politics. 
UNDERSTAND I feel that I have a pretty good understanding of the important political issues 

facing our country. 
 

While specific studies like this have shown valid and reliable measures of efficacy, the 

operationalizations have continued to vary across studies. Morrell (2003) reviewed several 

studies using NOSAY as a measure of internal efficacy since the 1988 NES. In particular, he 

finds that some researchers that used the four-item scale from Niemi, Craig and Mattei (1991), a 

modified version, the CPS scales and hybrids with additional items. Social scientists can benefit 

from adopting a standard, valid and reliable measure of efficacy. Apart from being a valid and 
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reliable measurement itself, a standard scale would enable researchers to make comparisons 

across studies and help understand the measurement of efficacy and its effects.  

 

 

III. Public Opinion toward Campaign Finance Laws 

The extant literature suggests there is no link between perceptions of government and the 

structure of campaign finance laws. Primo (2002) and Coleman and Manna (2000) argue that 

there is little or no relationship between average trust in government at the national level and 

between total campaign spending in federal elections. Freedman, Franz, and Goldstein (2004) 

find that campaign advertising (and, therefore, campaign spending) increases interest levels, 

knowledge, and turnout, suggesting that spending may in fact be a net positive for democracy. 

At the national level, Grant and Rudolph (2004) find that individuals’ commitment to the 

competing democratic values of political equality and political expression are a function of the 

perceptions of whose rights are being threatened. Public opinion on campaign finance reform is 

group-centric, a function of the views individuals have toward groups that are thought to be 

affected by the proposed reform. If individuals feel positively about a group that is seen as being 

threatened by a reform, they will hold negative views of the reform. Conversely, if individuals 

view the group with suspicion, they will hold positive views of the reform. Although Grant and 

Rudolph (2004) systematically analyzed public opinion on campaign finance reform at the 

national level, they examined opinion-formation and the factors that impact opinions.  

Campaign finance reformers contend that the existing campaign finance system obstructs 

government responsiveness by placing the interests of large contributors and those with special 

access (e.g., lobbyists, PACs) over those of average citizens. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect 
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individuals’ perceptions about government responsiveness (namely external efficacy) to impact 

their attitudes toward campaign finance reforms.  They conclude that political efficacy does not 

have an impact on support for campaign finance reform. This result may have been due to how 

they operationalized political efficacy.  

Grant and Rudolph (2004) used an additive index for the political efficacy variable. They 

used three questions: 1. How much do elections make government pay attention to what people 

think? 2. Public officials don’t care much about what people like me think (NOCARE). 3. People 

like me don’t have any say about what the government does (NOSAY). This was a novel index, 

raising concerns whether a more precise measurement of external efficacy would have yielded 

different results. A similar three-item scale appeared in Primo and Milyo (2006), the first study 

to measure whether the structure of campaign finance systems affect citizens’ views toward the 

government.  

Primo and Milyo (2006) examined the relationship between efficacy and campaign 

finance laws using individual responses form NES over the past 60 years. They used a contextual 

analysis by combining the individual responses with state-level variables for the structure of 

states’ campaign finance systems and other state political institutions. They found that no state 

campaign finance laws had a substantively large impact on the public’s perception of 

government. For states with public financing systems, they found an associated decline in 

efficacy.  

Their novel methodological approached was self-described as studying “state-level trust 

in government.” They employed a highly simplified structural model to examine the 

relationships between individual- and state-level characteristics, efficacy, media exposure, 

individual-level interest in politics and vote choice, and competitiveness of elections and 
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candidate spending. They instrumented for efficacy from individual- and state-level 

characteristics to account for the endogeneity of campaign finance laws and competitiveness and 

campaign spending. In essence, they tested the claim that campaign finance reforms increase 

political efficacy by estimating the following equation, where X represents individual-level 

characteristics and Z represents state-level characteristics:Efficacyi = g(Xi,Zm ) .  Since they use 

individual-level data, their claims are not about a specific state or how it has changed over time. 

Instead, they use indicator variables to create treatments on individuals’ perceptions of efficacy. 

The benefit of their approach is that they were able to measure the long-run variation in state 

campaign finance laws.   

Primo and Milyo (2006) recognized that internal efficacy, external efficacy and trust are 

three distinct concepts; nevertheless, they aggregated them in their analysis:  “The upshot of 

these debates is that measures of efficacy may be ‘noisy,’ and this should be kept in mind as the 

results are presented.” In particular, they contend, “Only if some substantively meaningful 

statistical relationship is present does one need to further probe the links among trust, efficacy, 

and democracy.” In describing the limitation of data with respect to trust-in-government, they 

contend that it “does not alter the importance of our findings, since concepts like trust, faith, 

confidence and efficacy are often used interchangeably in popular and legal usage.” Accordint to 

Table A1, they used the three questions COMPLEX, NOSAY and NOCARE to operationalize 

efficacy, broadly. They use this measurement of political efficacy because the NES has provided 

those questions since the 1950’s.  

The concerns of this author are comparable to those who studied efficacy in the 1980’s: 

that Primo and Milyo (2006) are likely measuring a construct other than efficacy, and that the 

“noisy” operationalization of trust-efficacy may misrepresent the relationship between only 
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efficacy and the variable of interest, in this case, campaign finance laws.  Nevertheless, their 

article is a contribution to the study of campaign finance laws and efficacy.  Other papers have 

used their three-item scale for measuring broadly efficacy. Panagopoulos (2011) uses the three-

item scale from Primo and Milyo (2006) to measure the impact of state public financing systems 

on efficacy. They, too, found that campaign finance systems had no effect on citizens’ 

perceptions of government.  

 

 

IV. Efficacy and Democratic Theory 

Questions about efficacy as they relate to participation, trust and governance are 

important considerations. There are serious implications for governance if the citizenry remains 

inefficacious. Pateman (1970) contends, “The experience of participation in some way leaves the 

individual better psychologically equipped to undertake further participation in the future.” 

Participatory democracy implies a “sense of political efficacy”, in essence the belief that one can 

self-govern and confidence in one’s ability to participate. While participation may in part be an 

instrument of one’s efficacy, it is not clear whether this has a material impact on democratic 

governance.  

Citrin (1974) and Rosenstone and Hansen (1993) do not find that trust in government 

affects voter turnout. In certain instances, distrust in government can provided an added value to 

democratic governance. In fact, the notion that one does not fully trust the current form of 

government or its leaders may lead to greater participation. Similar parallels could be used to 

describe the Tea Party movement in 2010. The role of trust and efficacy are important aspects, 

too. One’s trust and political efficacy, if too low, can threaten the stability of self-governance. 
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The anti-corruption criterion is the legal rationale for all campaign finance laws in the United 

States. If a campaign finance laws fails to serve this criterion, the debate over the structure of 

campaign finance laws will be second to whether these laws ought to exist at all.  

 

 

V. Brief Review of Campaign Finance in the United States 

“Money is the mother’s milk of politics,” famously claimed by California politician, 

Jesse “Big Daddy” Unruh. In the United States, wealth has been ingrained in the fabric of 

politics since the beginning of the nation. The earliest Federal campaign finance law was in 1867, 

when Congress prohibited Federal officers from requesting contributions from Navy Yard 

workers. Throughout the twentieth century Congress enacted campaign finance laws for one of 

several ends: 

1.) Limit contributions and spending levels so the affluent do not have a disproportionate 

influence on Federal elections;  

2.) Restrict sources of funds for campaign purposes; 

3.) Regulate the flow of campaign spending; 

4.) Require public disclosure of campaign finances.  

 

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REGULATION BEFORE 1971 

The earliest attempt of comprehensive campaign finance reform is rooted in the 

Progressive Era, when President Theodore Roosevelt called for the banning of corporate 

contributions to campaigns. In 1907, Congress passed the Tillman Act, which prohibited 

corporations and national banks from contributing money to Federal campaigns. By 1911, the 



 
 
11 

first Federal campaign finance disclosure law, and a law setting spending limits for all 

Congressional candidates, covered both chambers of Congress. 

The Federal Corrupt Practices Act of 1925 (FCPA), which covered general election 

activity, increased disclosure requirements and expenditure limits. The Hatch Act of 1939 and 

the1940 amendments asserted the right of Congress to regulate primary elections; it included 

provisions limiting contributions and expenditures in Congressional elections. The Taft-Hartley 

Act of 1947 prohibited both corporations and labor unions from making contributions and in 

Federal elections. 

The institutional framework for the laws was weak at best, so the campaign finance 

provisions of the laws were largely unenforced. The laws were plagued with other problems as 

well. For example, spending limits applied only to committees active in two or more states. 

Additionally, candidates could avoid the spending limit and disclosure requirements because a 

candidate who claimed to have no knowledge of spending on his behalf was not liable under the 

FCPA. 

Table 2. Federal Campaign Finance Laws before 1970 
1867: Prohibition of Navy Yard workers contributing to Federal officers  
1907: Tillman Act 
1911: Federal disclosure law (House only) 
1912: Federal disclosure law (Amended to include Senate) 
1925: Federal Corrupt Practices Act 
1939: Hatch Act 
1947: Taft-Hartly Act 
 

The attempt for comprehensive regulation of campaign finance is a relatively new effort, 

however. The nation began a conversation about the role of money in campaigns after the 1972 

presidential election.   
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CAMPAIGN FINANCE REGULATIONS AFTER 1970 

Congress sought to create more robust reporting requirements through Political Action 

Committees (PAC) in the Federal Election and Campaign Act of 1971. The law was effective at 

reporting campaign finance. In 1968, operating under the old law, House and Senate candidates 

reported spending $8.5 million, while in 1972, after the passage of the FECA, spending reported 

by Congressional candidates jumped to $88.9 million. The abuses of the 1972 Nixon re-election 

campaign and the Watergate scandal led to the largest campaign finance reform in American 

history. 

The Federal Campaign Finance Act of 1974 was one of several direct responses to the 

ethical lapses of the Nixon Administration and campaign. The 1974 law had several significant 

reforms: (1) creation of the Federal Election Commission; (2) regulatory framework for 

reporting; and (3) contribution limits. The Supreme Court in Buckley v. Valeo (1976) struck 

down several major provisions, among others, specifically the limits on personal spending. 

Buckley laid the groundwork for campaign finance law. 

Table 3. Federal Campaign Finance Reforms after 1970 
1971: Federal Election and Campaign Act of 1971 
1974: Federal Election and Campaign Act of 1974 
1976: FECA 1974 Amendments 
1979: FECA 1974 Amendments 
2002: Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002 
 

In 2002, Congress passed the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002. This law would regulate 

electioneering communications and the soft money. Many of its provisions would later be upheld 

in McConnell v. FEC (2004). Six years after McConnell, the make-up of the Court and the issues 

surrounding electioneering communications would be the focus of a high profile yet narrow 

holding. 



 
 
13 

 

 

VI. A Natural Opportunity: Citizens United v. FEC 

The Supreme Court held in Citizens United v. FEC that campaign spending by 

corporations and unions is protected speech under the First Amendment. The government may 

not keep corporations or unions from spending money to support or oppose (express advocacy) 

individual candidates in elections. The Court upheld the ban on contributions to candidates from 

corporations and unions due to the corruptive influence it likely has. Following the Court’s 

rationale later that year, a Federal District Court held that if independent spending does not lead 

to corruption, the limits on the spending were no longer justified therefore overturned.5  

The case created the unique circumstance of a “super PAC”, a 

political action committee that raised monies for only 

independent spending. The holding struck down, in part or 

whole, laws across 21 states, listed in Table 4.  

Super PACs can raise funds for express advocacy 

(“vote for” or “vote against”) from corporations and unions. 

This is different from the 527 organizations, such as the 

infamous 2004 Swift Boaters, that cannot expressly advocate 

for/against a candidate. Super PACs cannot contribute to, or 

be authorized by, a candidate or party committee. A super 

PAC is a loophole in disclosure. Non-profits, known as social 

welfare organizations, under the tax provisions 501(c)4 and 

                                                
5 SpeechNow.org v. Federal Election Commission, 599 F.3d 686 (D.C. Cir. 2010) 

Table 4. State Independent 
Expenditure Bans 
State Year 
1. Wisconsin 
2. West Virginia 
3. Montana 
4. Tennessee 
5. North Carolina 
6. Kentucky 
7. Massachusetts 
8. Michigan 
9. Wyoming 
10. Arizona 
11. New Hampshire 
12. Pennsylvania 
13. Texas 
14. Minnesota 
15. Alaska 
16. Connecticut 
17. Oklahoma 
18. Colorado 
19. Iowa 
20. Ohio 
21. South Dakota 

1905  
1908  
1947  
1972  
1973  
1974  
1975  
1976  
1977  
1978  
1979  
1979  
1987  
1988  
1996  
2000  
2000  
2003  
2003  
2005  
2007 
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501(c)6 can contribute no more than 50% of their revenue to “electioneering” activities. Since 

contributions to public welfare organizations are not required, a super PAC could receive all of 

its funding via a shell organization. For example, critics argue, a public welfare organization 

benignly named “Americans for All”6 could contribute to a Super PAC without disclosing a 

donor. Thus, the super PAC was born: it can receive unlimited contributions from a corporation 

and union, among others, expressly advocate for or against a candidate, and receive donations 

via shell organizations that are not required to disclose their donors. 

The creation of the “super PAC” received high profile and constant media coverage 

throughout the 2010 and 2012 Elections. During the 2010 State of the Union Address, President 

Obama famously raised the issue and chided the Supreme Court justices for the decision, many 

of who were in attendance. Figure 1 shows the level of “search salience” for the term “citizens 
                                                
6 This is a fictitious super PAC. 

Figure 1. Salience of Citizens United through Google Search Volume, 2010-2012 

 

Source: Google Trends 
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united” in the United States from 2010 through 2012. Search volume is not absolute numbers; it 

is relative to the highest point on the chart, which is always 100. This chart represents the highest 

search volume for “citizens united” within the United States from 2010 through 2012. It follows 

the expectation one would have: it crests with the President’s mention in the 2010 State of the 

Union, and upticks near the 2010 Midterm Election and throughout the high profile 2012 

election year. This figure helps illustrate that Citizens United was a high profile event.   

The purpose of this paper is to understand the empirical effect of Citizens United on 

citizen’s external efficacy. This paper is similar, yet with a more narrow focus, than Milyo and 

Primo (2006). It also is the first to target effects on just external efficacy, creating a treatment 

effect for a Supreme Court ruling. This paper uses a two-item scale to measure political efficacy. 

First, both ordinal external efficacy variables are modeled in a multivariate regression analysis. 

Second, the variables are transformed into dichotomous variables and analyzed within a probit 

regression model. The models present different conclusions, however the importance of political 

efficacy in a democracy remains constant.  

 

 

VII. Theoretical Linkages between Campaign Finance and External Efficacy 

 The causal pathways between campaign finance laws and people’s perceptions of 

government have not been fully modeled. Persily and Lammie (2004) explain, in part, the role 

public opinion plays in constitutional law—“Appearances do matter.”  However, there is no 

study examining the impact of a Supreme Court holding on an individual’s level of political 

efficacy. Although the Court weighs public opinion polls when hearing a case, as it did in 

McConnell, research has not explored the impact of the holding itself on the views people hold. 
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The models for examining the impact of campaign finance reform on political efficacy have not 

accounted for this potential relationship. In fact, previous research recognizes the limitations for 

use of simplified models, such as Grant and Rudolph (2004) and Primo and Milyo (2006).  

Below is a model that accounts for the relationship between the law itself and political 

efficacy. The following structural model is derived from Primo and Milyo (2006), however there 

are some notable differences. First, characteristics of a state, Z, are compositions of party, not the 

campaign laws themselves. Following Persily and Lammie (2004), if the laws themselves present 

no direct link, then the model should be revised. In its place, the model accounts for the partisan 

composition of a state (e.g., Governor’s party, unified legislature, unified government, and 

interactions between individual party identification and state characteristics). Second, efficacy 

has been redefined not to include “trust in government” and tailored to “perceptions of 

government responsiveness.” The two dependent variables are questions that address external 

efficacy, and dropping the trust-in-government as a measure of efficacy is supported by the 

previous studies in political efficacy. Third, the creation of a new variable, jurisprudence, is 

defined as an individual’s perception of the holdings themselves. Ever since The American Voter, 

the public’s level of general knowledge about the U.S. Government is considerably low. Given 

this, it would be expected in low profile cases that the public knows virtually nothing of a 

campaign finance ruling. Most of the public will have no substantive knowledge of the rulings, 

however Citizens United did receive a high level of media attention. Even in this case, the 

President criticized the ruling in the 2010 State of the Union address; however, it is more 

probable that people came to learn more about it through campaign messaging. That is why 

exposure continues to be an important aspect of the model.  Interest, competition and spending 

remain in the model. 
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X = a vector of individual characteristics (e.g., age, race, union membership, party id) 

Z = a vector of characteristics of states (e.g., partisan composition, unified government) 

Efficacy = an individual’s perception of government responsiveness 

Jurisprudence = an individual’s perception of court holdings, precedents and 

administrative determinations 

Exposure = an individual’s exposure to campaign messages 

Interest = an individual’s interest in or knowledge of politics 

Vote = an individual’s vote choice/turnout decision 

Competition = competitiveness of elections taking place at the time of a survey 

Spending = campaign spending by candidates 

 

A structural model for external efficacy can be written as the following, where i=(1,…, n) 

individuals residing in s=(1,…, k) states: 

 

Efficacyi = f1(X1,Zs;Exposurei; Interesti,Competitiona,Spendings, Jurisprudences )  (1) 

Exposurei = f2 (X1,Zs;Efficacyi; Interesti,Competitions,Spendings )    (2) 

Interesti = f3(X1,Zs;Exposurei;Efficacyi,Competitions,Spendings )    (3) 

Votei = f4 (X1,Zs;Efficacyi, Interests,Exposurei,Competitions,Spendings )   (4) 

Jurisprudencei = f5(X1,Zs;Efficacyi; Interesti,Exposurei )     (5) 

Competitioni = f6 (Votei )         (6) 

Spendingi = f7(X1,Zs;Competitionss )        (7) 
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As stated earlier, campaign finance laws can limit First Amendment freedoms in the interest for 

the prevention of corruption or the appearance of corruption. Public opinion measurement has 

played an important role in litigation, including high profile cases like McConnell. This 

structural model accounts for a new consideration—exogenous reforms—and presents a revised 

model for future research.    

 

 

VIII. Design & Measurement 

This paper is the first to analyze whether the impact of a Supreme Court holding on 

campaign finance impacts the external efficacy. Using Citizens United as a treatment effect, this 

paper measures the impact on citizens’ external efficacy in states where the holding affected state 

laws. Unlike Primo and Milyo (2006), this paper measures a change in campaign finance law as 

an exogenous shock to 21 states, exploiting the variation of state laws across two time periods. 

There are a series of models created to examine the relationship. First, a multivariate regression 

with ordinal dependent variables for external efficacy will be presented. There are five different 

models, based on a groups of different variables introduced into each subsequent model. Recall 

that the CPS/NES measured political efficacy as a dichotomous variable (See Table 1A) in the 

early measurements of political efficacy.   

 

MULTIVARIATE REGRESSION MODELS 

External efficacy is measured in two questions, EQ1 and EQ2. As ordinal variables with 

five-option Likert scale. Equation 1 shows the conceptual model for a difference-in-differences 

regression model for ordinal dependent variables. The unit of analysis is the individual resident.  
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yit  = β0  + β1statewbant +β2yearpost +β3statewbani • yeart...+βkXk  (1) 

 

The null hypothesis is that there is no difference between treatment effect and zero: H0 :β3 = 0 . 

The alternative hypothesis is stated as: H0 :β3 ≠ 0 . For individuals i=1,…, t=[2008, 2012], 

statewbani is the dummy variable for treated states, the states with a ban struck down by the 

Citizens United holding; yeart  is the dummy variable for the time (1=2012, 0=2008). The 

estimate on β3 , the coefficient on the interaction between yeart  and statewbani , the effect this 

paper is trying to measure. The model includes a series of individual- and state-level controls. 

Several state-level variables are included in the model to control for characteristics of state that 

may influence the external efficacy of residents as well as the change in campaign finance law.  

There are five different models. The first includes statewban, yearpost and their 

interaction. Model 2, in addition to model 1, includes a series of individual-level controls, such 

as socioeconomic factors. Model 3 adds party identification to the model, while model 4 includes 

state-level controls, such as Governor’s party, legislature majority and unified government. 

Lastly, model 5 includes interactions among party identification and state-level controls. 

 

PROBIT REGRESSION MODEL 

For the probit regression model, the two ordinal external efficacy questions are 

transformed into binary variables. Because external efficacy is measured as a binary dependent 

variable, a probit regression model is used. A probit model assumes that a continuous and 

unbounded variable, Z, is influenced by a set of independent variables (k) and an error term,ε , 

such as equation 2 below. Thus, the basic conceptual model is linear because it assumes that the 

effect of each independent variable, Xi, on Z, is the same irrespective of the value of Xi, and is 
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additive because it assumes that the effect of each independent variable on Z is the same 

irrespective of the values of other independent variables. The model assumes no interaction 

among the independent variables in the effect on Z.  

 

Z = β0 +β1X1 +β2X2 +...+βkXk +ε     (2) 

 

Z is a latent variable, so it cannot be observed directly. An observable dichotomous variable, Y, 

is used. Probit models are used when working with dependent variables of just two values.  

 

Pr(Yit  = 1 Xi ) = Φ(Z)= Φ(β0  + β1X1 +...+βkXk )+εit  (3) 

 

In equation 3, Pr(Yi  = 1 Xi )  denotes the probability Y equals 1 given the independent variable X. 

The cumulative normal distribution is represented by Φ . This functional form guarantees that all 

independent variables interact in influencing Pr(Yi  = 1 Xi )  and are nonlinearly related to 

Pr(Yi  = 1 Xi ) .  

For this paper, a probit model is employed for the dichotomous dependent variables of 

efficacy (EQ1 and EQ2), in addition to the multivariate regression model. As for a probit 

regression, the coefficients on the independent variables can reveal how much a one-unit change 

in the independent variable influences the likelihood of answering positively to a question about 

an effect. However, researchers often avoid directly interpreting a probit model output. Instead, 

researchers opt for measuring marginal effects of the model. The model below uses a non-linear, 

probit difference-in-differences method, using the conceptual model below, equation 4.  
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Pr(Yi  = 1 Xi ) = Φ(Z)= Φ(β0  + β1statewbant +β2yearpost +β3statewbani • yeart...+βkXk )  (4) 

 

The null hypothesis is that there is no difference between treatment effect and zero: 

H0 :β3 = 0 . The alternative hypothesis is stated as: H0 :β3 ≠ 0 . For individuals i=1,…, t=2008, 

2012, statewbani is the dummy variable for treated states, the states with a ban struck down by 

the Citizens United holding; yeart  is the dummy variable for the time (1=2012, 0=2008). The 

estimate on β3 , the coefficient on the interaction between yeart  and statewbani , the effect this 

paper is trying to measure. Like the multivariate regression model, the model includes a host of 

individual- and state-level controls.  

Primo and Milyo (2006) use a probit regression for their analysis. They instrument for 

attitudes toward state governments, not just the federal government. However, their paper 

examines efficacy over a 50-year span, not an exogenous shock to states’ campaign finance laws. 

This point is crucial for constructing a conceptual model. This paper needs not to use a state 

government perception variable, as the exogenous shock originated from the federal government. 

Jurisprudence captures this observation—perceptions of federal judicial mandates. The EQ1 and 

EQ2 variables are valid external efficacy questions, and operate as the observable empirical data 

for jurisprudence.  

 
 
EXTERNAL EFFICACY MEASUREMENT 
 

Efficacy is measured through two questions, EQ1 and EQ2. These questions are similar 

to NOCARE and NOSAY, respectively. The wording for EQ2 is the same across all datasets. 

The wording for question EQ1 varies with the use of  “public” and “government” when 

describing an official. The 2008 Time Series Study uses “public” while the 2010-2012 EGSS 
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uses “government.” The difference is likely to negligible because both words capture the general 

view towards the government. While there may be more negative connotations with using 

“government” unlike “public”, it is unlikely to have a meaningful impact in the analysis.  

(EQ1): How much do public/government officials care what people like you think? (A great deal, a lot, a 
moderate amount, a little, or not at all? / Not at all, a little, a moderate amount, a lot, or a great deal?) 

1. A great deal 
2. A lot 
3. A moderate amount 
4. A little 
5. Not at all 

  
(EQ2): How much can people like you affect what the government does? (A great deal, a lot, a moderate 
amount, a little, or not at all? / Not at all, a little, a moderate amount, a lot, or a great deal?) 

1. A great deal 
2. A lot 
3. A moderate amount 
4. A little 
5. Not at all 

 
 
One of the most unfortunate drawbacks for studies of political efficacy is the lack of a valid and 

reliable measurement. As discussed earlier, the historical problems with measuring efficacy are 

with the inconsistent use—and the multiple operationalizations—of efficacy. Campaign finance 

reform relates primarily to government responsiveness, namely external efficacy. Craig et al 

(1991) demonstrated a valid and reliable measurement for internal efficacy and suggested a four-

item scale for external efficacy. Unfortunately, due to data limitations, this paper cannot use 

either of those scales. Instead, this paper employs EQ1 and EQ2 as measurements for external 

efficacy. Both questions ostensibly relate to matters of external efficacy, and a question to the 

latter was one of the four items on the Craig et al (1991) scale.  
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IX. Data 

The data sources for this paper are the American National Election Studies (NES) and the 

Book of States. The individual-level survey data from the NES are used from two different 

studies. Table 5 provides an overview of the datasets used. 

 

The American National Election Studies 2008 Time Series Study was conducted in two waves. 

The first wave was conducted September to November 2008, before the General Election, with a 

minimum response rate, Response Rate 1 (RR1) of 59.5% and the maximum response rate, 

Response Rate 5 (RR5), of 78.2%. The second wave was conducted November through 

December 2008, after the General Election, with a RR1 of 53.9% and RR5 of 57.7%. The 

number of completions before and after was 2,322 and 2,102 respectively.  

The American National Election Studies 2010-2012 Evaluations of Government and 

Society is series of four cross-sectional waves that sought “to measure public opinion in advance 

of the 2010 election and to pilot-test new instrumentation.” The waves were conducted across 

four time periods: October 2010 (wave one); May through June 2011 (wave two); December 

Table 5. National Election Studies  
Survey 2008 Time Series Study 2010-2012 Evaluations of Government and Society Study 
Sample  Cross-sectional Cross-sectional 
Completions (n) s1=2,322 

s2=2,102  
 

s1=1,151 (Not used) 
s2=1,200 
s3=1,200 
s4=1,200 

Completion (%) 54% (RR1) 60% 
Modes ACASI Internet (recruitment by telephone) 

Collection Date s1=11/2008 
s2=12/2008 
 

s1=10/2010 
s2=6/2011 
s3=12/2011 
s4=2/2012 
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2011 (wave three); and February 2012 (wave 4). At the writing of this paper, only wave one was 

in final form; all other waves were preliminary releases of data. The response rate for wave one 

was 2.6% or less and had an estimated completion rate of 60%, and 1,189 respondents. There are 

approximately 2,071 (35%) observations in 2008 and 3,827 (65%) observations from 2011 to 

2012. These will be the two timeframes for the model. 

 

DATA TRANSFORMATION 

For the datasets to be appended in Stata, variables needed to be transformed to be 

compatible and valid. The efficacy questions (EQ1 and EQ2) use a reverse-Likert scale, so that 

5=A great deal and 1=Not at all. This provides a more intuitive interpretation of the variables. 

The variables were recoded into dichotomous variables, such that 5 (A great deal), 4 (A lot) and 

3 (A moderate amount) were coded as one; 2 (A little) and 1 (Not at all) were coded as zero. “A 

moderate amount” connotes a noticeable amount, arguably more toward five than one, hence the 

grouping. It provides a balance within the variable: 55% of EQ1=0 and 51% of EQ2=0 

(N=5,898). The 12 observations with DC listed as the residence were excluded from the analysis. 

Any observation missing responses for both EQ1 and EQ2 were dropped, too. This removed 

many observations that were missing responses in other variables, too. Less than 5% of 

observations were removed for missing responses for EQ1 and EQ2. Table 6 provides an 

overview of all the variable transformations, including question wording.    

Table 6. Variable Transformations 
Variable Type Description    
External Efficacy One (EQ1O) Ordinal How much do public/government officials care what people like 

you think?. 5=A great deal, 4=A lot, 3=A moderate amount, 2=A 
little, 1=Not at all 

External Efficacy Two (EQ2 O) Ordinal How much can people like you affect what the government does? 
5=A great deal, 4=A lot, 3=A moderate amount, 2=A little, 1=Not 
at all 
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External Efficacy One (EQ1 B) Binary How much do public/government officials care what people like 
you think?. A great deal, A lot and A moderate amount=1, A little 
and Not at all=0 

External Efficacy Two (EQ2 B) Binary How much can people like you affect what the government does? 
A great deal, A lot and A moderate amount=1, A little and Not at 
all=0 

Treatment Effect of Citizens 
United 

Binary States with IE ban only post-Citizens United holding=1 

State with IE Ban Binary States affected by Citizens United holding=1 
Time Post-Holding Binary Responses from 2011 and 2012=1 and 2008=0 
Female Binary Female=1 
White Binary White=1 Non-White=0 
Age Interval Range: [18, 90] 
Age squared Continuous Age variable squared 
Household Income=1 Binary $0-$24,999    
Household Income=2 Binary $25,000-$49,999 
Household Income=3 Binary $50,000-$99,999 
Household Income=4 Binary $100,000-$174,999 
Household Income=5 Binary $175,000 and above 
Less than High School Binary No High School Diploma or Equivalent 
High School Binary High School Diploma or Equivalent 
Some College Binary Some college, post-secondary certificate or two-year degree 
College or Above Binary Four-year degree, graduate certificate, or advanced degree 
Married Binary Married=1 and all other categories =0 
Democrat Categorical Democrat=1, Republican=2, Independent and other party=3 
Republican Categorical Republican=2, Democrat=1, Independent and other party=3 
Strong Democrat Binary If Democrat=1, Strong Democrat=1 
Strong Republican Binary If Republican=1, Strong Republican=1 
State with Dem. Gov. 08 Binary States with a Democratic Governor in 2008=1 
State with Dem. Leg. 08 Binary States with a Democratic Majority in the Legislature (both 

chambers)=1 
State with Unified Dem. 08 Binary States with a Democratic Governor and Legislature (both 

chambers) =1 
State with Unified GOP 08 Binary States with a GOP Governor and Legislature (both chambers) =1 
Dem. x Unified Dem. 08 Binary Interaction 
Republican x Unified Dem. 08 Binary Interaction 
Republican x Unified GOP 08 Binary Interaction 
Dem. x Unified GOP 08 Binary Interaction 
State with Dem. Gov. 12 Binary States with a Democratic Governor in 2012=1 
State with Dem. Leg. 12 Binary States with a Democratic Majority in the Legislature (both 

chambers) in 2012=1 
State with Unified Dem. 12 Binary States with a Democratic Governor and Legislature (both 

chambers) =1 
State with Unified GOP 12 Binary States with a GOP Governor and Legislature (both chambers) =1 
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Dem. x Unified Dem. 12 Binary Interaction 
Republican x Unified Dem.12 Binary Interaction 
Dem x Unified GOP 12 Binary Interaction 
Republican x Unified GOP 12 Binary Interaction 
 

The individual-level variables were coded to regular standards in social science research. Gender 

was recoded such that one equals female. There was no missing data (N=5,898).  The race 

variable was collapsed into a dichotomous variable such that white equals one and all other 

categories equal zero. Age was recoded such that anyone turning 18 by the General Election in 

2008 was coded to having been 18. Age squared is simply the age variable squared. 

Unfortunately, respondents’ income was unavailable across all waves, so household income was 

used instead. While there are conceivable differences between personal and household income as 

it relates to views toward government, this paper assumes that operational difference is 

negligible. Similar to Primo and Milyo (2006), the income variable was collapsed into five 

groups (0-16th percentile, $0-$24,999; 16-35th percentile, $25,000-$49,999; 35-66th percentile, 

$50,000-$99,999; 66-95th percentile, $100,000-$174,999; 95th percentile and above, $175,000 

and above). The variables are then broken into five dichotomous variables (hhincomek).  

 Other categorical variables, such as education, were combined then transformed into 

dichotomous variables. For education, there dichotomous education variables (belowhs, 

highschool, somecollege, college; yes=1, no=0). Belowhs is all categories below attaining a high 

school diploma or an equivalency. Highschool is a high school diploma or an equivalency. 

Somecollege is some college coursework or a two-year degree. College represents a four-year 

degree and any advanced degree. Missing data was negligible. Marital status was coded as a 

dichotomous variable. Simply, married equals one and all other categories, such as divorced and 

widowed. 53% were listed as married (N=3,156). Union membership could be a meaningful 
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variable since Citizens United struck down bans limiting independent expenditures for 

corporations and unions. If and only if the respondent was in a union, the response was coded as 

one. All other categories, such as relatives in a union, were coded as zero. Less than 10% of 

respondents coded themselves as being a union member (N=558). Missing data was negligible. 

The binary variable was recoded to 1=yes, 0=no. This is the general form question, and does not 

include references to at work, at home, etc. 

 Party identification was coded into three dichotomous variables for Democrat (48%), 

Republican (37%) and Independent (15%), which includes other parties and no preference 

(N=5,898). Missing data was negligible. Of the Democrats and Republicans, strong partisan 

identification was coded into another binary variable. Approximately, 20% of respondents were 

coded as strong Democrats compared to 13% as strong Republicans.   

 The respondents’ state of residence was coded into a uniform number across datasets. For 

the 21 states affected by the Citizens United holding, those states were coded as one in a new 

dichotomous variable. The EGSS had respondents from all treated states. The 2008 Time Series 

dataset had no respondents from seven of the 21 treated states (WV, MT, KT, WY, NH, IA and 

SD). There is a balance across respondents in a treated state and those who were not: 58% of 

respondents were not coded as residents of a treated state (N=3,411).  

 
SUMMARY OF DATA  
 
 The data divide fairly evenly across both time periods. There are more observations 

overall in the post-time period, according to Table 7. The table shows the number of responses 

and the percentage of the responses within the variable. For example, 45% of respondents 

answered the EQ1 question (N=1,549) resided in a state without a ban on independent 

expenditures (a control state) before and after Citizens United. 46% of respondents resided in 
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state with a ban (a treatment state), so approximately 9% were missing data. The numbers of 

responses for both efficacy questions are standardized, as discussed in the previous section.  

 

Table 7. Summary of Efficacy Responses 
Variable Respondents in States 

without Ban (%) 
Respondents in States 
with Ban (%) 

Before Citizens 
United (%) 

After Citizens 
United (%) 

External Efficacy 
One (EQ1) 

1,549 (45%) 1,132 (46%) 1,331 (65%) 1,350 (35%) 

External Efficacy 
Two (EQ2) 

1,703 (50%) 1,183 (48%) 1,188 (56%) 1,698 (44%) 

N=5,898 

 

 The observations for individual-level characteristics are, on average, evenly divided between the 

pre- and post-holding time periods, and between the treated and control states. The observations 

after the holding include more respondents who were white, married, have a four-year college 

degree or higher, have internet access, or are a self-identified Republican. Table 8 provides an 

overview of individual-level characteristics for respondents. Similar to Table 7, this table can be  

Table 8. Summary of Respondents 
Variable Respondents in States 

without Ban (%) 
Respondents in States 
with Ban (%) 

Before Citizens 
United (%) 

After Citizens 
United (%) 

Female 1,823 (53%) 1,305 (52%) 1,179 (57%) 1,949 (51%) 
White 2,394 (70%) 1,886 (76%) 1,304 (63%) 2,976 (78%) 
Married 1,817 (53%) 1,339 (54%) 875 (42%) 2,281 (60%) 
College or Above 1,078 (32%) 687 (28%) 449 (22%) 1,136 (34%) 
Unemployed 274 (8%) 182 (7%) 154 (7%) 302 (8%) 
Internet Access 2,713 (80%) 1,860 (75%) 1,456 (70%) 3,117 (81%) 
Union Member 352 (10%) 206 (8%) 140 (7%) 418 (11%) 
Democrat 1,633 (48%) 1,179 (47%) 869 (42%) 1,943 (51%) 
Republican 1,274 (37%) 910 (37%) 396 (19%) 1,788 (47%) 
Strong Democrat 720 (21%) 457 (18%) 519 (25%) 658 (17%) 
Strong 
Republican 

473 (14%) 321 (13%) 205 (10%) 589 (15%) 

Country right 
direction?  

673 (19%) 453 (18%) 183 (9%) 3,822 (25%) 

N=5,898 
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interpreted as percentage of the overall responses. For example, 53% of respondents in control 

states are female. In this case, it is nearly identical to the distribution of female respondents in 

treatment states, 52%.  

 

 

X. Results 

 The multivariate regression models have five distinct specifications, discussed previously. 

Table 9 provides the output for all five multivariate regression models. The coefficients are listed 

with the standard errors below. The former was rounded to the nearest ten thousandth and the 

latter to the thousandth. All analyses were computed using Stata.  

 Under all five specifications, the treatment effect was insignificant. That is to say, I fail to 

reject the null. Other variables such as being white and strong party ID (for both Democrats and 

Republicans) were significant across models. It is not surprising that race plays a significant role 

in attitudes toward government responsiveness. As for strong party ID, this would be consistent 

with expectations that strong partisans are strong because they believe that there can be change 

with their ideas. Holding a college degree has a positive yet modest significant effect on external 

efficacy across the models, however only for EQ1. The perceptions of whether government 

officials care is stronger for people with college and/or advanced degrees. This would be 

consistent with the socioeconomic model for participation—that individuals with college degrees 

are more likely to be involved thus would be more likely to believe public officials care.  
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Table 9. Multivariate Regression Difference-in-Differences Models for External Efficacy 
Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
 EQ1 EQ2 EQ1 EQ2 EQ1 EQ2 EQ1 EQ2 EQ1 EQ2 
Treatment Effect 
of Citizens United  

-.070 
(.06) 

-.044 
(.06) 

-.066 
(.06) 

-.038 
(.06) 

-.065 
(.06) 

-.042 
(.06) 

-.086 
(.06) 

-.041 
(.06) 

-.084 
(.06) 

-.053 
(.06) 

State with IE Ban .067 
(.05) 

.007 
(.05) 

.082 
(.04) 

.023 
(.05) 

.083 
(.05) 

.029 
(.05) 

.091 
(.04) 

-.006 
(.05) 

-.092 
(.05) 

.022 
(.05) 

Time Post-
Holding 

-.822** 
(.04) 

-.466** 
(.04) 

-.836** 
(.04) 

-.420** 
(.04) 

-.824** 
(.04) 

-.389** 
(.05) 

-.825** 
(.04) 

-.386** 
(.05) 

-.827** 
(.04) 

-.383** 
(.05) 

Female   .007 
(.03) 

-.036 
(.03) 

-.004 
(.03) 

-.043 
(.03) 

-.004 
(.03) 

-.044 
(.03) 

-.004 
(.03) 

-.043 
(.03) 

White   -.148** 
(.03) 

-.333** 
(.03) 

-.098** 
(.03) 

-.297** 
(.04) 

-.010** 
(.03) 

-.300** 
(.04) 

-.105** 
(.03) 

-.305** 
(.04) 

Age   -.007 
(.00) 

.004 
(.01) 

-.007 
(.00) 

.003 
(.01) 

-.007 
(.00) 

.003 
(.01) 

-.007 
(.00) 

.003 
(.01) 

Age squared   .000* 
(.00) 

-.000 
(.00) 

.000 
(.00) 

-.000 
(.00) 

.000* 
(.00) 

-.000 
(.00) 

.000* 
(.00) 

-.000 
(.00) 

Household 
Income=2 

  .0186 
(.04) 

-.002 
(.04) 

.015 
(.04) 

-.008 
(.04) 

.016 
(.04) 

-.008 
(.04) 

.012 
(.04) 

-.012 
(.04) 

Household 
Income=3 

  -.005 
(.04) 

-.075 
(.05) 

.003 
(.04) 

-.074 
(.05) 

.001 
(.04) 

-.072 
(.05) 

-.005 
(.04) 

-.077 
(.05) 

Household 
Income=4 

  .090 
(.05) 

-.041 
(.05) 

.091 
.(.05) 

-.048 
(.05) 

.086 
(.05) 

-.043 
(.05) 

.079 
(.05) 

-.049 
(.05) 

Household 
Income=5 

  .006 
(.07) 

-.189* 
(.08) 

.010 
(.07) 

-.195* 
(.08) 

.004 
(.07) 

-.188* 
(.08) 

-.005 
(.07) 

-.198* 
(.08) 

High School   -.002 
(.05) 

-.109* 
(.06) 

-.003 
(.05) 

-.109* 
(.06) 

-.009 
(.05) 

-.108* 
(.06) 

-.006 
(.05) 

-.109* 
(.06) 

Some College   .038 
(.05) 

-.045 
(.06) 

.040 
(.05) 

-.042 
(.06) 

.034 
(.05) 

-.040 
(.06) 

.037 
(.51) 

-.040 
(.06) 

College or Above   .159** 
(.05) 

.016 
(.06) 

.146** 
(.05) 

.004 
(.06) 

.137* 
(.05) 

.010 
(.06) 

.142** 
(.05) 

.011 
(.06) 

Married   -.041 
(.03) 

-.007 
(.03) 

-.031 
(.03) 

-.005 
(.03) 

-.030 
(.03) 

-.006 
(.03) 

-.025 
(.03) 

-.001 
(.03) 

Union Member   .008 
(.05) 

.021 
(.05) 

-.012 
(.05) 

.005 
(.05) 

-.019 
(.05) 

.013 
(.05) 

-.019 
(.05) 

.015 
(.05) 

Democrat     .046 
(.05) 

-.062 
(.05) 

.043 
(.05) 

-.062 
(.05) 

.055 
(.09) 

-.030 
(.10) 

Republican     -.060 
(.05) 

-.048 
(.06) 

-.058 
(.05) 

-.053 
(.06) 

-.159 
(.10) 

-.146 
(.10) 

Strong Democrat     .159** 
(.04) 

.260** 
(.04) 

.160** 
(.04) 

.258 
(.04) 

.159** 
(.04) 

.258** 
(.04) 

Strong Republican     .127** 
(.05) 

.140** 
(.05) 

.129** 
(.05) 

.141** 
(.05) 

.125** 
(.04) 

.138** 
(.05) 

State with Dem. 
Gov. 08 

      .143 
(.08) 

.012** 
(.08) 

.141 
(.08) 

.012 
(.08) 
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 The probit models provide another story. Using a dichotomous dependent variable 

provides a more intuitive result. The case for an ordinal dependent variable (on a five-option 

scale) creates an interpretation of being more efficacious or less efficacious, with no clear 

threshold. By creating a dichotomous dependent variable, there is a clear indicator for what is 

efficacious and what is not. As described in the conceptual model, probit regression benefits the 

State with Dem. 
Leg. 08 

      .097 
(.08) 

-.011 
(.09) 

.097 
(.08) 

-.014 
(.09) 

State with Unified 
Dem. 08 

      -.129 
(.09) 

.029 
(.10) 

-.223 
(.13) 

-.106 
(.14) 

State with Unified 
GOP 08 

      .057 
(.08) 

.012 
(.08) 

.043 
(.12) 

-.078 
(.13) 

State with Dem. 
Gov. 12 

      -.054 
(.09) 

-.056 
(.10) 

-.039 
(.09) 

-.039 
(.10) 

State with Dem. 
Leg. 12 

      -.051 
(.10) 

-.035 
(.11) 

-.032 
(.10) 

-.009 
(.11) 

State with Unified 
Dem. 12 

      .043 
(.11) 

-.000 
(.12) 

-.047 
(.15) 

.010 
(.16) 

State with Unified 
GOP 12 

      -.066 
(.09) 

-.023 
(.10) 

-.047 
(.13) 

.051 
(.14) 

Dem. x Unified 
Dem. 08 

        .103 
(.10) 

.133 
(.11) 

GOP x Unified 
Dem. 08 

        .109 
(.11) 

.190 
(.12) 

GOP x Unified 
GOP 08 

        .009 
(.11) 

.165 
(.13) 

Dem. x Unified 
GOP 08 

        .014 
(.11) 

.041 
(.12) 

Dem. x Unified 
Dem. 12 

        .045 
(.12) 

-.059 
(.14) 

GOP x Unified 
Dem.12 

        .117 
(.12) 

-.033 
(.14) 

Dem. x Unified 
GOP 12 

        -.100 
(.11) 

-134 
(.13) 

GOP x Unified 
GOP 12 

        .104 
(.12) 

-.021 
(.13) 

Constant 3.01** 
(.03) 

2.97** 
(.03) 

3.12** 
(.11) 

3.11** 
(.13) 

3.06** 
(.12) 

3.08** 
(.13) 

3.04** 
(.13) 

3.12** 
(.15) 

3.07** 
(.15) 

3.13** 
(.16) 

N 5,898 5,898 5,879 5,879 5,879 5,879 5,879 5,879 5,879 5,879 

*p-value <.05  
**p-value < .01 
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researcher, and was the design used for Primo and Milyo (2006).  

 Table 10 provides the coefficient and Z-statistic for EQ1 and EQ2. Most notable of this 

model is the significant value for the treatment effect at the .05 level for EQ1. The null 

hypothesis is rejected, however the direct interpretation of the output will be discussed in the 

next section on marginal effects. Under this model specification, Citizens United had a 

statistically significant on the residents of the 21 states affected by the holding. Similar to the 

multivariate regression, being non-white, being a strong partisan and having a college degree has 

a positive effect on whether people perceive public officials as sympathetic. In the probit 

regression, the treatment effect in EQ2 is also insignificant, failing to reject the null hypothesis. 

Only this model specification is shown. Alternative specifications will be discussed in the 

discussion.   

 
Table 10. Probit Difference-in-Differences Model for External Efficacy 
              Officials Care? (EQ1)            Affect Government? (EQ2) 
Variable Coefficient Z-Statistic Coefficient Z-Statistic 
Treatment Effect of Citizens United (ß3)   -.1460*     -1.96 -.0578 -0.79 
State with IE Ban   .1327*      2.12 -.0168 -0.27 
Time Post-Holding  -.7070**    -13.32 -.2238** -4.30 
Female  -.0005     -0.02 -.0011 -0.03 
White  -.1204**     -2.88 -.3243** -7.93 
Age  -.0170**     -2.87 -.0077 -1.34 
Age squared   .0001**      3.14 .0000 1.73 
Household Income=2   .0811      1.58 .0066 0.13 
Household Income=3   .0579      1.09 -.0435 -0.84 
Household Income=4   .1714**      2.70 -.03510 -0.57 
Household Income=5  -.0338     -0.36 -.1875* -2.00 
High School   .0487      0.77 -.0864 -1.40 
Some College   .0992      1.54 -.0326 -0.51 
College or Above   .1974**      2.89 -.0033 -0.05 
Married   -.0110     -0.29 .0294 0.78 
Union Member  -.0447     -0.76 .0208 0.36 
Democrat   .0627      0.54 .0193 0.17 
Republican  -.2164     -1.77 -.1852 -1.55 
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Strong Democrat   .2260**      4.41 .2596** 5.16 
Strong Republican   .1328*      2.30 .1341* 2.35 
State with Dem. Gov. 08   .1378      1.41 .0201 0.21 
State with Dem. Leg. 08   .0471      0.45 -.0177 -0.18 
State with Unified Dem. 08  -.2507     -1.57 -.1599 -1.02 
State with Unified GOP 08   .0242      0.16 -.0172 -0.12 
Dem. x Unified Dem. 08   .1362      1.05 .1677 1.31 
GOP x Unified Dem. 08   .2206      1.63 .2812* 2.11 
GOP x Unified GOP 08   .0276      0.19 .0466 0.33 
Dem. x Unified GOP 08   .0042      0.03 -.0383 -0.27 
State with Dem. Gov. 12   .0243      0.20 .0128 0.11 
State with Dem. Leg. 12   .0371      0.29 -.0036 -0.03 
State with Unified Dem. 12  -.0864     -0.47 .00618 0.03 
State with Unified GOP 12   .0234      0.14 .0641 0.39 
Dem. x Unified Dem. 12  -.0066     -0.05 -.1025 -0.71 
GOP x Unified Dem.12   .1087      0.71 -.0716 -0.47 
Dem. x Unified GOP 12  -.1766     -1.22 -.1603 -1.13 
GOP x Unified GOP 12    .0840      0.57 .0597 0.41 
Constant**   .5046**      2.64 .5235** 2.82 
N 5,898  5,898  
*P-value ≤ .05  
** P-value ≤ .01 
N=5,879 

 
  
Direct interpretation of the probit regression output is often avoided for a number of factors. 

Instead, researchers employ marginal effects to create a meaningful interpretation. Table 11 

shows the estimates of the effects of the Citizens United holding treatment effects on the change 

in the probability that an individual feels government officials care or that people like herself can 

affect government (i.e., externally efficacious). For the purposes of interpreting marginal effects, 

the baseline probability is the mean of the dependent variables. The hypothetical case of an 

individual with a baseline probability of responding favorably to the efficacy variables that is 

equal to the mean for that variable. The impact of the Citizens United ruling lowers the 

probability of that our hypothetical individual will respond that government officials “care” 

about what people like her think from 45 percent to 17 percent.   
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Table 11. Marginal Effects of Citizens United Holding on External Efficacy 
Variable              Officials Care? (EQ1)            Affect Government? (EQ2) 
Mean of Dependent Variable   .45  .49 
Change in the probability from the 
treatment effect of Citizens United 

   

Treatment Effect of Citizens United 
(ß3) 

-.28**  .-.02  

**p-value < .01  
 

 

 

XI. Discussion 

This paper did not definitively answer the question of whether Citizens United affected 

the external efficacy of citizens. This paper provides a new avenue of research for social 

scientists. In particular, the need for a valid and reliable measure of political efficacy—internal 

and external—is apparent. The changes to the political efficacy scales in the past were 

abandoned to the disservice of social scientists. However, the two-item scale used by this paper 

is a close approximation of external efficacy, and builds on extant research. 

 This study may be limited on a number of fronts. First, many would argue that the 

efficacy measurement does not capture attitudes toward the state governments. Unlike Primo and 

Milyo (2006), this paper uses the Supreme Court ruling—a federal mandate—as an exogenous 

shock to state campaign finance laws. The variation across 21 states, using observational data, 

allow for inference of what effect the reform—the holding—had as a treatment on individuals’ 

perceptions of government responsiveness. For this paper, the focus is on one federal 

intervention, not a fifty-year study on attitudes with respect to often static state campaign finance 

laws.  
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 Second, this paper does not control for a set of other state-level factors and several 

individual-level factors. The campaign finance systems of particular states were not controlled 

for as it was in Primo and Milyo (2006). Are individuals in states with public financing of 

campaigns fundamentally different than individuals in states without public financing in their 

views toward Citizens United and government responsiveness? This is a fair critique and a point 

for future research.  

 Third, the probit model specification is limited. Apart from the additional controls that 

could have been added, multiple specifications yielded a near-significant coefficient on the 

treatment effect. Additional models and exploring the precarious significant value would provide 

for greater insight into the true effect of Citizens United on political efficacy. 
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