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DAVID M. PRIMO 

 
 

 

I, David M. Primo, Ph.D., hereby declare as follows: 

1. I am over the age of 18 and reside in Rochester, New York. 

2. I am a professor of political science, with tenure, in the School of Arts and 

Sciences at the University of Rochester, where I also hold a joint appointment as a professor 

of business administration at the Simon Business School. 

3. In 2012, I was named the inaugural holder of the Ani and Mark Gabrellian 

Professorship, which was created to recognize “a multidisciplinary scholar and teacher whose 

work bridges two or more academic fields” with the goal of “better understand[ing] the most 

vital political and economic issues of our era.” I joined the Rochester faculty in 2002 after 

receiving my Ph.D. in Political Science from Stanford University. I also have an MA in 

Economics from Stanford, an MA in Political Science from Brown University, and a BA in 

Economics and Honors Political Science from Brown. 

4. My research in campaign finance is primarily quantitative and focuses on the 

impact of campaign finance laws and campaign spending on features of democracy such as 
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perceptions of government and electoral competitiveness. This research is widely cited in 

academic publications and in policy debates, and I am nationally recognized for my work in 

this area. In 2015 I was invited to serve on a task force of scholars charged with preparing a 

report on the state of scholarly knowledge about campaign finance. Jeffrey Milyo and I 

subsequently co-authored Campaign Finance and American Democracy: What the Public 

Really Thinks and Why It Matters, a book-length treatment of the interrelationship between 

public opinion and campaign finance. This peer-reviewed book was published by a leading 

press in American politics, the University of Chicago Press. 

5. I have been asked by the attorneys for the plaintiffs in Dinner Table Action, et al. 

v. Schneider, et al. to evaluate the expert testimony of Christopher Robertson, an expert 

witness retained by EqualCitizens. I reviewed his report and his deposition transcript. I also 

was either already acquainted with the literature he cited, or reviewed the same. I am being 

compensated for my work on this case on a flat fee basis: $12,000 for the preparation of this 

report; $3,000 for participation in a deposition and deposition preparation (if I am deposed); 

and $3,000 for attendance at trial (if I am called to testify). In addition, I will be reimbursed 

for travel and other out-of-pocket expenses.  

6. In my report, attached hereto as Exhibit 1, I explain the problems with 

Robertson’s literature review, experimental design, and statistical analyses. Based on the 

expert opinions expressed in my report, I conclude that Robertson’s report and deposition do 

not support the conclusions he reaches. I authored my report. If called to testify, I could and 

would competently testify to the statements herein and in my report. 

7. I conclude that the survey experiments conducted by Robertson are flawed both in 

their design and in how he interprets the results. These experiments do not establish that a 
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$5,000 contribution is an “inflection point” for corruption risk, and they do not show that 

implementing a $5,000 contribution limit on Super PAC contributions will reduce the 

appearance of corruption.  

8. These experiments instead show that respondents think contributions at the 

contribution limit at issue in this case—$5,000—are as corrupting as a $50 million 

contribution.  

9. They also show that if you provide respondents with no information about a 

fictional state except that it is filled with corporations seeking to buy venal politicians, then 

they will prefer less money in that system.  

10. In my opinion, the experiments conducted by Christopher Robertson for this case 

do not advance the scientific literature on campaign finance and public opinion. If I were 

reviewing his report as an article submission for a peer-reviewed scientific journal, I would 

recommend rejection. 

* * * 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my 

knowledge, information, and belief. Executed on this 22nd day of April, 2025 in Rochester, New 

York.  

/s/ David M. Primo          
David M. Primo, Ph.D. 
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EXPERT REPORT 
Dinner Table Action, et al. v. Schneider, et al. 

David M. Primo, Ph.D. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

I am a professor of poli�cal science, with tenure, in the School of Arts and Sciences at the 

University of Rochester, where I also hold a joint appointment as a professor of business administra�on 

at the Simon Business School. In 2012, I was named the inaugural holder of the Ani and Mark Gabrellian 

Professorship, which was created to recognize “a mul�disciplinary scholar and teacher whose work 

bridges two or more academic fields” with the goal of “beter understand[ing] the most vital poli�cal 

and economic issues of our era.” I joined the Rochester faculty in 2002 a�er receiving my Ph.D. in 

Poli�cal Science from Stanford University. I also have an MA in Economics from Stanford, an MA in 

Poli�cal Science from Brown University, and a BA in Economics and Honors Poli�cal Science from Brown. 

My research in American poli�cs, campaign finance, corporate strategy beyond markets, fiscal 

policy, sta�s�cal methods, and poli�cal bargaining has been published in peer-reviewed journals 

including American Journal of Political Science; Business and Politics; Economics and Politics; Election Law 

Journal; Journal of Law, Economics, and Organization; Journal of Politics; Journal of Theoretical Politics; 

and Strategic Management Journal. I have also published four peer-reviewed books: The Plane Truth: 

Airline Crashes, the Media, and Transportation Policy (co-authored with Roger W. Cobb, Brookings 

Ins�tu�on Press, 2003); Rules and Restraint: Government Spending and the Design of Institutions 

(University of Chicago Press, 2007); A Model Discipline: Political Science and the Logic of Representations 

(co-authored with Kevin A. Clarke, Oxford University Press, 2012); and Campaign Finance and American 

Democracy: What the Public Really Thinks and Why It Matters (co-authored with Jeffrey D. Milyo, 

University of Chicago Press, 2020). Rules and Restraint was awarded the 2008 Alan Rosenthal Prize by 

the Legisla�ve Studies Sec�on of the American Poli�cal Science Associa�on. This award is given annually 
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for the best publica�on in legisla�ve studies by a young scholar of importance to legislators and 

legisla�ve staff and of merit in strengthening the prac�ce of representa�ve democracy. I have received 

numerous grants to support my research, including from the Na�onal Science Founda�on.  

At the University of Rochester, I teach courses in the Poli�cal Science Department’s PhD 

program, the Simon Business School’s MBA and other graduate programs, and at the undergraduate 

level. I have received three teaching awards at the University of Rochester: the 2005 Goergen Award for 

Dis�nguished Achievement and Ar�stry in Undergraduate Educa�on; the 2005 Undergraduate Professor 

of the Year Award, given by the University of Rochester Students’ Associa�on; and the 2018 Edward Peck 

Cur�s Award for Excellence in Undergraduate Teaching, a university-wide teaching prize.  

My research in campaign finance is primarily quan�ta�ve and focuses on the impact of 

campaign finance laws and campaign spending on features of democracy such as percep�ons of 

government and electoral compe��veness. This research is widely cited in academic publica�ons and in 

policy debates, and I am na�onally recognized for my work in this area. In 2015 I was invited to serve on 

a task force of scholars charged with preparing a report on the state of scholarly knowledge about 

campaign finance. Jeffrey Milyo and I subsequently co-authored Campaign Finance and American 

Democracy: What the Public Really Thinks and Why It Matters, a book-length treatment of the 

interrela�onship between public opinion and campaign finance. This peer-reviewed book was published 

by a leading press in American poli�cs, the University of Chicago Press. 

I have served as an expert in several campaign finance cases, including McConnell v. FEC, and 

signed on to amicus briefs in others, including Citizens United v. FEC. Research I conducted as part of 

expert work in Arizona Free Enterprise Club’s Freedom Club PAC v. Bennett was cited by US Supreme 

Court Chief Jus�ce John Roberts in his majority opinion for that case. A full list of the cases in which I was 

retained as an expert appears in my curriculum vitae, which is atached and is incorporated into this 

expert report by reference. 
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For this rebutal report, I have been asked by the atorneys for the plain�ffs in Dinner Table 

Action, et al. v. Schneider, et al. to evaluate the expert tes�mony of Christopher Robertson, an expert 

witness retained by EqualCi�zens. I am being compensated for my work on this case on a flat fee basis: 

$12,000 for the prepara�on of this report; $3,000 for par�cipa�on in a deposi�on and deposi�on 

prepara�on (if I am deposed); and $3,000 for atendance at trial (if I am called to tes�fy). In addi�on, I 

will be reimbursed for travel and other out-of-pocket expenses.  

In this report, I will discuss the problems with Robertson’s literature review, the design of his 

two experiments (denoted Experiment 1 and Experiment 2 below), and interpretation of his statistical 

results. Based on this analysis, I conclude that Robertson’s report and deposition do not support the 

conclusions he reaches. Specifically: 

• Studies using real-world data do not find that contribution limits reduce the appearance 

of corruption or improve perceptions of government. These studies are cited by 

Robertson—so he is aware of them—but he fails to address their important findings in 

his report. 

• Robertson’s design of Experiment 1 fails to take into account the prior literature, he 

misinterprets his own findings, and his results actually show that respondents think a 

$5,000 contribution creates the same risk of corruption as a $50,000,000 contribution. 

This experiment suggests the $5,000 contribution limit at issue in this case will have no 

effect on the appearance of corruption. 

• Robertson’s Experiment 2 lacks external validity (meaning it does not apply to real-

world situations) and is designed, intentionally or not, to generate a particular set of 

findings. 

This report proceeds as follows. In the next section, I show that Robertson’s literature review 

fails to discuss crucial findings in the literature regarding campaign finance laws and the appearance of 
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corruption—results that are at odds with his conclusions. Then, I analyze each of his experiments, 

discussing the limitations of his experimental designs—including a failure to build on the previous 

literature—and the analyses he conducts.  

STUDIES USING REAL-WORLD DATA DO NOT FIND THAT CONTRIBUTION LIMITS REDUCE THE 

APPEARANCE OF CORRUPTION OR IMPROVE PERCEPTIONS OF GOVERNMENT. 

Robertson cites relevant scholarly work in his literature review, but the review veers between 

summarizing a paper in some cases and assessing a paper in others. Most importantly, he fails to discuss 

crucial findings in these sources that are at odds with his findings. 

 First, Robertson, in discussing Shaw et al. (2021), fails to discuss two key findings in their book. 

These authors find, using survey data matched to state campaign finance laws, that “more restrictive 

[state] campaign finance regulations are associated with higher levels of perceived corruption” (Shaw et 

al. 2021, 79). They also show that state campaign finance laws do not affect trust in government by 

altering perceptions of corruption (Shaw et al. 2021, ch. 4). These are not cherry-picked findings. Rather, 

they are fleshed out in an entire chapter of the book.  

 Second, Robertson, in citing my book with Jeffrey Milyo (mentioned earlier in my report), fails to 

address what we write is “perhaps the most important finding in this book, which in practical terms calls 

into question four decades of legal justifications for campaign finance reform” (Milyo and Primo 2020, 

145, emphasis added). Specifically, we devote an entire chapter to utilizing decades of survey data to 

assess the effect of state campaign finance laws on trust or confidence in state government, with the 

appearance of corruption as a mechanism linking the two. Our dataset spans the years 1987 to 2017 and 

includes nearly 60,000 individual-level observations from more than fifty surveys. These individual-level 

observations are matched to state-level variables including, importantly, campaign finance laws. We use 

the fact that state laws change over time and vary across states to estimate the effects of campaign 

finance laws on perceptions of government. We study several types of policies, including campaign 
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contribution limits for individuals and corporations, and measure the yearly presence or absence of such 

restrictions or regulations in each state.  

Using regression analysis, Milyo and I find no substantively meaningful effects of campaign 

finance laws, including bans on corporate independent expenditures, on trust in government. In 

addition, we find that limits on corporate campaign contributions reduce trust in government, albeit by 

a small amount. These results are summarized Table 8.4 from our book, reproduced below.  

 

In our book, we also conduct supplementary analyses focusing on the effect of Citizens United, 

with similarly statistically insignificant results. See the third column at the bottom of Table 8.6 below, 

also reproduced from our book. The results in Table 8.6 show that there are no before and after changes 

in trust levels for individuals living in states whose laws were affected by Citizens United (i.e., states 

which had a ban on corporate independent expenditures). If corporate independent expenditure bans 

were so harmful to perceptions of government, we should have seen a downward shift in trust in states 

where bans were “turned off” by Citizens United. 
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As another way to get at this question,  we also look at trends in trust before-and-after the 

Citizens United decision and find that Citizens United did not have the predicted negative effects on 

perceptions of government that many believed it would. See the lower right of Figure 8.1 below, 

reproduced from our book, where the trends in trust pre-and-post Citizens United are essentially a flat 

line.  
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My book-length analysis of the effects of campaign finance laws on public opinion, therefore, 

strongly suggests that the Maine law at issue in this case will not have a meaningful effect on attitudes 

toward government. Robertson’s report, in failing to discuss these findings, offers a misleading account 

of the state of the academic literature on this question. 

Other scholars have reached similar conclusions about the limited effects of laws on 

perceptions. Recent research on perceptions of Super PACs cited by Robertson (Goodliffe and Townsend 

2024) supports the view that campaign finance laws are unlikely to affect perceptions. These authors 

write, “Given our results, we expect that future policy changes focused on reducing distrust are unlikely 

to be successful in their aim” (Goodliffe and Towsend 2024, 7). This matches the assessment of Persily 

and Lammie (2004, 174), also cited by Robertson. After studying decades of public opinion data, they 

conclude, “For those who would look to campaign finance reform to restore ‘confidence in the system 

of representative [g]overnment,’ they may be disappointed by the intractability and psychological roots 

of that lack of confidence.” 
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 Robertson, in discussing Persily and Lammie (2004), states that he prefers the experimental 

research he conducts to the observational work reflected in their research (and, by extension, in Shaw et 

al. and Primo and Milyo, discussed earlier) because it is more difficult to make causal claims from 

observational research. This position, however, fails to acknowledge the external validity problems that 

plague improperly designed experiments. Specifically, survey experiments, by necessity, create artificial 

environments, and to the extent that the artificial environments deviate markedly from real-world 

conditions, we should not expect the results to apply in real-world settings. This will be a major issue in 

Robertson’s second experiment, discussed below. 

 There is another reason why observational research focused on actual changes in actual laws —

like that of Persily and Lammie (2004), Primo and Milyo (2020), and Shaw et al. (2021)—is an important 

part of understanding public attitudes toward campaign finance: Americans believe that politics is 

fundamentally corrupt. In original survey research we conducted for our book, Milyo and I found that 

Americans perceived everyday political activities to be corrupt. For instance, about two-thirds of the 

Americans we surveyed believed that a politician taking a position due to pressure from party leaders, to 

secure favorable media coverage, or to make the other party look bad was likely to be corrupt behavior. 

Since Americans see corruption everywhere they look, it is no surprise that 80% of Americans we 

surveyed for our book thought that “the campaign finance system is corrupt” (Primo and Milyo 2020, 8).  

It would be a mistake, however, to take a data point like this (or any of Robertson’s results) and 

conclude that contribution limits, whether on direct contributions to candidates or to Super PACs, will 

help improve the situation. Simply asking people if they believe a contribution is corrupt or if politics is 

corrupt does not tell you if laws restricting contributions will improve attitudes toward government. 

Why? First, perceptions of corruption and attitudes toward government more generally are driven by a 

multitude of factors. Money in politics may be an easy target, but it may not be the root cause of 

Americans’ mistrust of politicians. Second, restricting campaign contributions will not do much if 
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Americans believe even small contributions are potentially corrupting. Third, Americans are woefully 

misinformed about campaign finance laws, so the effects of these laws on attitudes will be indirect: 

campaign finance laws impact the legislative process and elections, and Americans update their beliefs 

about the role of money in politics accordingly. These indirect effects, to the extent they exist, will be 

difficult, if not impossible, to measure in an experimental setting.  

 To summarize: I am aware of no published research of real-world changes in campaign finance 

laws that has found those laws to have meaningful effects on perceptions of corruption or attitudes 

toward government. To the contrary, multiple studies—including my own—that have examined decades 

of public opinion data find that these laws simply do not shift attitudes toward government.  

The next step in my report is to show that the two experiments detailed in Robertson’s report 

do not establish what he claims they establish. In other words, even if one views an experimental 

approach as superior to studying the real-world effects of campaign finance laws, one still should not 

have confidence in his findings.  

ROBERTSON’S DESIGN OF EXPERIMENT 1 FAILS TO TAKE INTO ACCOUNT THE PRIOR LITERATURE, HE 

MISINTERPRETS HIS OWN FINDINGS, AND HIS RESULTS ACTUALLY SHOW THAT RESPONDENTS THINK 

A $5,000 CONTRIBUTION CREATES THE SAME RISK OF CORRUPTION AS A $50,000,000 CONTRIBUTION.  

In the first experiment, Robertson provided respondents with the following stimulus: “Please 

think about the risk that a politician would sell a policy outcome, like a vote on a bill, in exchange for a 

financial contribution to a committee supporting his or her re-election. Doing so violates his or her oath 

and creates a risk of prosecution, if discovered. Suppose the contribution was $X” (Robertson 2025a, 5). 

Respondents were randomly assigned to different treatment conditions varying X: $5, $50, $500, 

$5,000, $50,000, $500,000, $5,000,000, and $50,000,000. They were asked how likely they thought it 

was that a politician sell a policy outcome for that amount. (Implied in the question is that the 

contributions in question are legal, though the experiment would have been more precise had it stated 
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that explicitly.) Robertson’s expert report offers no explanation for why he picked these amounts, and in 

a deposition he explained, “So I decided this logarithmic scale where you multiply it by ten each time 

would provide a big enough range that … if there was a discontinuity … that we could see it” (Robertson 

2025b, 29). This choice, however, leaves out a range of values corresponding to many existing 

contribution limits (i.e., limits between $500 and $5,000). This turns out to have important implications 

for the conclusions he can draw from his experiment. 

The choice is particularly odd given Robertson’s citation to DeBell and Iyengar (2021). These 

authors’ public opinion research—which is very similar in structure to Robertson’s first experiment—

shows that “[mean perceptions of corruption] rose sharply from .34 to .44 as contributions increased 

from $50 to $1,000, but then increased only slightly from .44 to .48 as contributions increased from 

$1,000 to $5,000. This indicates that perceptions of corruption are relatively inelastic within the $1,000 

to $5,000 range” (DeBell and Iyengar 2021, 294). (Inelastic is a technical term meaning that a change in 

one value produces no change in another value. For instance, we say that demand for a product is 

relatively inelastic if it takes a huge price increase before sales of that product begin to decline.) Given 

that he included this paper in his literature review, it is strange that Robertson did not choose values 

between $500 and $5,000 in his experiment or at least address why he chose not to, given previous 

research. What’s more, it is not clear to me how Robertson’s experiment is an advance over DeBell and 

Iyengar’s work. 

Robertson not only fails to set up his experiment in a sensible way, but he also misinterprets his 

own findings. Robertson writes, “we found a clear relationship between the amount of money 

contributed and perceived likelihood that the elected official would sell a policy outcome. … As Figure 1 

displays, the relationship between size of contribution and likelihood of selling a policy outcome has a 

clear discontinuity around $5,000, meaning that respondents perceive contributions below $5,000 to be 

qualitatively different than contributions at or above that amount.  … Experiment 1 shows that larger 
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financial contributions cause greater perceived risk of quid pro quo corruption, and that perceived risk is 

greater and stable above $4,999. To put it another way, $5,000 appears to be an inflection point in 

perceptions of quid pro quo corruption” (Robertson 2025a, 6-7). Robertson elaborated in a deposition, 

arguing that “respondents implicitly came up with that [$5,000] threshold themselves” (Robertson 

2025b, 13). Neither of these statements regarding the $5,000 treatment condition is a reasonable 

interpretation of his results. 

Simply put, Robertson’s research does not support the conclusion that $5,000 is an inflection 

point where voters start to become concerned about corruption. At best, his research suggests that the 

amount could be anywhere from $501 to $5,000. Here’s why. If respondents were given the choice to 

pick any value for a contribution that would be the magic number for inducing corruption, and if 

Robertson noticed a major jump at $5,000, then he could make an argument for $5,000 being an 

inflection point. But all he shows is that there is a statistically significant difference (i.e., the difference is 

not due to chance) between $5,000 and three lower values: $5, $50, and $500. He does not include any 

values between $500 and $5,000 in his experiment, so we cannot know whether those values in 

between are, in fact, the inflection point. Robertson does not have enough evidence to conclude that 

$5,000 is that magic number.  

Here is an analogy. Imagine that researchers conducted a study where they randomly assigned 

people to consume 1, 2, 3, 14, 15, 16, 17, or 18 alcoholic drinks per week and found higher levels of a 

particular illness in individuals who consumed 14, 15, 16, 17, or 18 drinks per week compared with 

individuals who consumed 1, 2, or 3 drinks per week. The researchers then announced that 14 drinks 

per week is an inflection point at which disease risk increases. It does not take methodological expertise 

to see why that conclusion would be unwarranted. 

 This misinterpretation, important as it is, is not even the most remarkable part of his 

experiment. Rather, this is: Figure 1 of his report shows that respondents believe a $50,000,000 
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contribution creates the same risk of corruption as a $5,000 contribution. (Table 1 in his report can be 

disregarded because he assumes linearity in the treatment condition effects, when it is clear from the 

figure that the effects are nonlinear. In technical terms, his regression model is misspecified.) Even if we 

were to make the erroneous logical leap described earlier—that if somebody views a contribution of $X 

as corrupt, then that justifies limiting contributions to below $X—the $5,000 contribution limit at issue 

in this case would have no effect on the appearance of corruption because a legal $5,000 contribution is 

viewed as equally likely to be corrupting as a $50,000,000 contribution. Robertson acknowledged this 

fact in a deposition, stating that “there’s not a significant difference” between the estimates because 

the confidence intervals overlap (which, in layman’s terms, means that we can’t rule out that the 

differences are due to chance) (Robertson 2025b, 51). He went on to say that his study “wasn’t really 

designed” to “make those particular distinctions” between amounts of $5,000 and above (Robertson 

2025b, 51). But that seems to be exactly what he claimed his study could do: distinguish among 

competing contribution amounts and their corruption risk.  

ROBERTSON’S EXPERIMENT 2 LACKS EXTERNAL VALIDITY AND IS DESIGNED, INTENTIONALLY OR NOT, 

TO GENERATE A PARTICULAR SET OF FINDINGS. 

Experiment 2 creates a dystopian state known as Ames that we know very little about, except 

that donors want something from elected officials, such as having the state government “spend money 

to support a particular industry or de-regulate [sic] a particular industry” (Robertson 2025a, 8). The 

results are unsurprising because, as one respondent commented during the survey, “It feels like they're 

corrupt and all about money. It feels like oligarchy” (Robertson 2025a, 12). Of course it does, because 

that is all the respondents are told about Ames. It is hardly surprising that voters don’t think very highly 

of Ames or its politicians. It is also not surprising that they would want to see fewer contributions in 

Ames, since all they know about it is that a bunch of greedy corporations are out there trying to buy 

favors from politicians—maybe even after being directed to do so by the politicians themselves.  
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One wonders how the results would have changed if, for instance, this description—

"Contributions to these IECs may come from major donors who want official actions from elected 

officials, such as having the state government spend money to support a particular industry or de-

regulate [sic] a particular industry”—were replaced by this description—“Contributions to these IECs 

may come from public-spirited donors who want to help elected officials make government more 

effective, preserve the environment while also promoting a vibrant and innovative economy where 

small businesses can thrive, and make the public education system work for all students.” 

Robertson’s vignettes about Ames and my rewriting of those vignettes are examples of what 

survey researchers call framing effects. Chong and Druckman define “framing effects” as occurring 

“when (often small) changes in the presentation of an issue or an event produce (sometimes large) 

changes of opinion” (Chong and Druckman 2007, 104). Framing effects are well-documented in studies 

of money in politics. For instance, in Primo and Milyo (2020), we conduct a survey experiment where 

half the sample is given a question about Super PACs that reads as follows: “Do you think campaign 

contributions to political groups that are independent of candidates or political parties should be 

protected by the rights that are guaranteed in the First Amendment?” (Primo and Milyo 2020, 186). The 

other half is given this prompt: “Do you think the ability of individuals to provide financial support to 

political groups that are independent of candidates or political parties should be protected by the rights 

that are guaranteed in the First Amendment?” (Primo and Milyo 2020, 186). When framed in terms of 

“campaign contributions,” 30% support protections for Super PAC contributions. When framed in terms 

of “financial support,” 64% support these protections (Primo and Milyo 2020, 63). Similarly stark 

differences are seen for lobbying and other forms of money in politics.  

To give just one more example in the campaign finance context, Druckman and Nelson (2003) 

show that when asked to read an article about the McCain-Feingold campaign finance bill—which 

strengthened campaign finance restrictions, especially with regard to “soft money” contributions to 
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political parties—respondents who read an article framing the bill around free speech considerations 

were much less favorable to the bill than respondents who read an article framing the bill around 

managing special interest influence.  

It might be said that Robertson picked a “bribery frame” in his experiment, leading respondents 

to latch on to that consideration in their replies. Robertson’s bribery frame explains why nearly 80% of 

respondents saw corruption in independent expenditures even when they were capped at $5,000 (i.e., 

at Maine’s current legal limit). It explains why they saw even more potential for corruption when those 

contributions were not capped. 

Robertson made other questionable choices in both the design and analysis of this second 

experiment. By reporting the results in terms of the people who disagree that politicians will be 

corrupted by independent expenditures, Robertson makes the effects in Figure 2 look much more 

impressive than they are. A reader quickly glancing at the figure could be forgiven for thinking, “Whoa, 

limits make a huge difference!” The reality is that in both scenarios, voters think the whole operation in 

Ames is suspect, consistent with the bribery frame Robertson constructed. It is also puzzling that 

Robertson chose to ask respondents in the second experiment about just one limit—$5,000—when in 

the first experiment he created many more treatment groups. The lack of parallel structure makes it 

hard to argue, as Robertson does, that the two experiments “complement each other” (Robertson 

2025a, 13). 

The most concerning aspect of the second experiment is that it lacks any context about the 

candidates, the donors, or the overall political system—and therefore lacks external validity for the 

purposes the author has laid out for the experiment. Robertson claims he could “have fairly called this a 

conjoint experiment” (Robertson 2025b, 79). It is surprising he thinks this, because one of the papers he 

cites, Spencer and Theodoridis (2020), presents the results from an actual conjoint experiment. The 

authors write, “A conjoint experiment randomly manipulates multiple variables simultaneously, thus 
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leveraging the randomization to ‘hold other conditions constant’ by design” (Spencer and Theodoridis 

2020, 518). Why set up an experiment about campaign finance in this way? “The inclusion of this range 

of factors [such as candidate gender], some of which directly relate to campaign finance and others of 

which may not, is intended to increase the verisimilitude of the task and, thus, the external validity of 

our results … [This] makes our task more similar to the real-world information environment in which 

voters evaluate candidates” (Spencer and Theodoridis 2020, 519). Robertson’s work is not a conjoint 

experiment. 

While a conjoint experiment is not the only way to create external validity in an experiment, 

some real-world verisimilitude is important. Robertson’s context-free scenario is a far cry from “the real-

world information environment” in which voters operate. The experiment lacks external validity and is 

not a reliable gauge of how voters will assess the impact of campaign finance laws in a real-world 

setting. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, Christopher Robertson’s expert report provides a misleading summary of the 

literature on campaign finance and public opinion, and the experiments he conducts are flawed in 

several fundamental respects. 

The existing literature studying real-world campaign finance laws finds that contribution limits 

have virtually no effect on Americans’ perception of government. Research I conducted for a book-

length treatment of this question also shows that Citizens United, which eliminated limits on 

independent expenditures by corporations and opened the door for the creation of Super PACs, similarly 

had no effect on Americans’ perceptions of government. Robertson failed to address these findings in 

his expert report—a crucial oversight.  

The survey experiments conducted by Robertson are flawed both in their design and in how he 

interprets the results. These experiments do not establish that a $5,000 contribution is an “inflection 
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point” for corruption risk, and they do not establish that implementing a $5,000 contribution limit on 

Super PAC contributions will reduce the appearance of corruption. These experiments instead show that 

respondents think contributions made at the contribution limit at issue in this case—$5,000—are as 

corrupting as a $50 million contribution. These experiments also show that if you provide respondents 

with no information about a fictional state except that it is filled with corporations seeking to buy venal 

politicians, then they will prefer less money in that system.  

In my opinion, the experiments conducted by Christopher Robertson for this case do not 

advance the scientific literature on campaign finance and public opinion. If I were reviewing his report as 

an article submission for a peer-reviewed scientific journal, I would recommend rejection. 
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Models in American Politics: Theory & Data (PhD), Fall 2010, Fall 2008, Fall 2006 
 
Money in Politics, Fall 2004, Fall 2003 
 
The Nature of Entrepreneurship, Spring 2010, Spring 2008, Spring 2007, Spring 2005 
 
Pandemic Politics, Fall 2023, Fall 2021 
 
Politics and Markets: Innovation and the Global Business Environment, Spring 2025, Spring 2023, Spring 2021, 
Spring 2019, Fall 2016, Spring 2013, Fall 2010, Spring 2010 
 
Strategy Beyond Markets (MBA), Fall 2024, Fall 2023, Fall 2022, Fall 2021, Fall 2020, Fall 2019, Fall 2018 
 
Stanford University: Business and Public Policy (undergraduate), Spring 2002 

 
PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES 

Additional Appointments and Affiliations 
Senior Affiliated Scholar, The Mercatus Center at George Mason University, 2010-Present 
 
Editorial Board, American Politics Research, 2006-Present 
 
Board of Academic Advisors, Institute for Free Speech (formerly Center for Competitive Politics), 2006-Present  
 
Rochester Center for Economic Research, University of Rochester, 2003-Present 
 
W. Allen Wallis Institute of Political Economy, University of Rochester, 2002-19 
 
Additional Conference Participation (2006-Present, also see Conference Papers and Invited Presentations) 
“Measurement Issues in the Study of Corporate Political Activity,” Corporate America and Partisan Divisions 
Conference Sponsored by the Institute for Humane Studies, 2024 
 
Authors Meet Critics Panel for Campaign Finance and American Democracy: What the Public Really Thinks and 
Why It Matters, APSA Meeting, 2023 
 
Discussant, Strategy and the Business Environment Conference, 2020 
 
Plenary Session Presentation, “(Budget) Rules Are Made to Be Broken:  Can We Fix Them?,” Public Choice 
Conference, 2018 
 
Discussant, Conference on “How Incomplete Is the Theory of the Firm?,” Stigler Center at the University of 
Chicago Booth School of Business, 2017 
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PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES (cont.) 
Additional Conference Participation (2006-Present, also see Conference Papers and Invited Presentations) (cont.) 
Roundtable Participant, US Federal Campaign Finance in a Time of Transition, APSA Meeting, 2016 
 
Discussant, Cornell Political Economy Conference, 2016 
 
Discussant, Campaign Finance Law and Politics after Citizens United v. FEC, APSA Meeting, 2010 
 
Discussant, Influences on Congressional Voting, APSA Meeting, 2010 
 
Discussant, Washington University in St. Louis, Federal Budget and Tax Policy for a Sound Fiscal 
Future Conference, 2009. 
 
Discussant, Partisanship and Bipartisanship in the US Congress, APSA Meeting, 2009 
 
Discussant, Strategic Choices in Comparative Legislatures, APSA Meeting, 2008 
 
Chair and Discussant, Lobbyists and Legislatures, Midwest Meeting, 2008 
 
Chair and Discussant, The Political Economy of Legislatures, APSA Meeting, 2007 
 
Discussant, The Effects of Institutions and Rules on State and Local Politics, Midwest Meeting, 2007 
 
Roundtable Participant, The Marketplace of Democracy: Electoral Competition in the United States, 
APSA Meeting, 2006 
 
Selected Department and University Service (University of Rochester) 
Director of Graduate Placement, 2018-22, 2023-24, 2024-25 
 
Member, Undergraduate Business Program Advisory Board, Feb. 2017-Present 
 
Member, Methods/American Politics Search Committee, 2014-15 
 
Member, Applied Political Economy Search Committee, 2010-11, 2009-10, 2006-07 
 
Chair, American Politics and Methodology Search Committee, 2004-05 
 
Chair, American Politics Search Committee, 2003-04 
 
Co-Chair, Graduate Admissions, Incoming 2010 Class 
 
Co-organizer (with John Duggan and Tasos Kalandrakis), Wallis Institute 14th and 17th Annual Conferences on 
Political Economy, 2007 and 2010 
 
Co-organizer (with Gretchen Helmke and Stu Jordan), Wallis Institute Mini-Conference on Positive Political 
Theory and the Law, 2009 
 
Organizer, American Politics Working Group, 2007-09 
 
Faculty Ambassador, Office of Advancement, 2012-14 
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PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES (cont.) 
Other Professional Service 
Secretary-Treasurer, Political Economy Section, American Political Science Association, 2016-18 
 
Program Committee, 20th – 24th  Annual Strategy and the Business Environment Conference, 2020-24 
 
Co-organizer (with Mark Zupan), 16th Annual Strategy and the Business Environment Conference, 2016 

 
Member, Alan Rosenthal Prize Committee, APSA Legislative Studies Section, 2009 award 
 
Member, Best Paper Prize Committee, APSA Political Economy Section, 2011 award 
 
Peer Reviewing:  American Journal of Political Science, American Political Science Review, American Politics 
Research, British Journal of Political Science, Economics & Politics, Election Law Journal, Electoral Studies, 
European Journal of Political Economy, Independent Review, Journal of Business Ethics, Journal of Legal Studies, 
Journal of Political Institutions and Political Economy, Journal of Politics, Journal of Public Administration 
Research and Theory, Journal of Public Economic Theory, Journal of Public Economics, Journal of Theoretical 
Politics, Legislative Studies Quarterly, Management Science, Mercatus Center at George Mason University, 
National Tax Journal, Operations Research, Oxford University Press, Party Politics, Political Analysis, Political 
Behavior, Political Research Quarterly, Political Science Research and Methods, Princeton University Press, PS: 
Political Science & Politics, Public Choice, Public Opinion Quarterly, Quarterly Journal of Political Science, SAGE 
Publications, Social Choice and Welfare, Social Science Quarterly, Southern Economic Journal, State Politics & 
Policy Quarterly, Strategic Management Journal, Strategy Science, Time-Sharing Experiments in the Social 
Sciences (TESS) 
 
Legal Consulting (*indicates deposition given or testified at trial) 

 *Lopez v. Griswold (United States District Court, District of Colorado, Case 1:22-cv-00247-SKC) 
 
*Ostrewich v. Hollins (United States District Court, Southern District of Texas, Case 4:19-cv-715) 
 
Upstate Jobs Party v. Kosinski (United States District Court, New York Northern District, Case 6:18-cv-00459) 
 
*State of Washington v. Grocery Manufacturers Association (Thurston County Superior Court, Washington State, 
Case 13-2-02156-8) 
 
Seaton v. Wiener (United States District Court, District of Minnesota, Case 14-CV-1016 DWF/JSM) 
 
Justice v. Hosemann (United States District Court, Northern District of Mississippi, Case 13-60754) 
 
Worley v. Detzner (United States District Court, Northern District of Florida, Tallahassee Division, Case 
4:10cv423-RH/CAS)  
 
*McComish v. Bennett (United States District Court, District of Arizona, Case CV08-1550-PHX-ROS) 
 
*McConnell v. FEC (United States District Court, District of Columbia, Case 02-CV-582 (CKK, KLH, RJL), 
Consolidated Action) 

 
Other Consulting 
Facebook 
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PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES (cont.) 
Media Appearances, Quotations, Citations, and Op-eds (National and International) 
1A, ABC Radio (Australia), AFP, Associated Press, Bloomberg Brazil, Bloomberg News, Bloomberg Radio, 
Bloomberg TV, Chicago Tribune, Christian Science Monitor, Chronicle of Higher Education, CNBC.com, CNN.com, 
Cointelegraph, Computerworld, CQ Today, CQ Researcher, CQ Weekly Report, Credit Union Journal, Fast 
Company, Forbes.com, The Hill, Huffington Post, Inside Higher Ed, International Business Times, Law360, Los 
Angeles Times, El Nacional (Venezuela), NPR’s Marketplace, National Public Radio, The National Desk, National 
Review, NBC’s Today Show, New Republic, New Statesman America, News Italia Press, NewsNation Now, 
Newsweek, New York Magazine, New York Times, PolitiFact, Quartz, RealClearMarkets, Reason, Reuters, Roll 
Call, SiriusXM Radio, The Takeaway, Times (London), USA Today, US News & World Report, Voice of America, 
Wall Street Journal, WalletHub, Washington Examiner, Washington Free Beacon 
 
Media Appearances, Quotations, and Op-eds (Local and Regional) 
Print and Online: Albany Times Union, Baltimore Sun, Boston Globe, Boston Herald, Buffalo News, Capital News 
Service (MD), Cincinnati Enquirer, Colorado Springs Gazette, Cook County (IL) Record, Dallas Morning News, 
Delaware News Journal, Houston Chronicle, Las Vegas Sun, Newsday (New York), New York Daily Record, 
Oklahoman, Orlando Sentinel, Pittsburgh Tribune-Review, Rochester Business Journal, Rochester Democrat and 
Chronicle  
TV and Radio: NBC 10 TV (Rochester), 13 WHAM TV (Rochester), R News/YNN TV (Rochester), KCBS Radio (San 
Francisco), KHOW Radio (Denver), WHAM Radio (Rochester), WCNY Radio (Syracuse), WNYC Radio (New York 
Public Radio), WPR Radio (Wisconsin Public Radio), WWL Radio (New Orleans), WXXI Radio (Rochester)  
 

(Updated March 25, 2025) 
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