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Appendix A: Visualizing Variation in Presidential Advertising

A.1. Total Presidential Advertising

Appendix Figure A.1 depicts the total number of presidential impressions per capita (among voting-

aged adults) within sixty days leading up to the 2008 general election for all media markets in the

lower forty-eight states. Evidently, there is much variation in advertising exposure both within and

across states.

As one would expect given the structure of the Electoral College, media markets that are either

fully contained or overlap with “swing states” receive the bulk of presidential advertising. In June

of 2008, the Washington Post identified the following sixteen states as those on which campaigns

would focus their efforts: Colorado, Florida, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nevada, New

Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and

Wisconsin. In retrospect, Oregon turned out to be safely in the hands of Barack Obama and, thus,

received little presidential advertising from either party. Indiana and Montana, however, emerged

as additional battleground states later in the campaign. Although other states, such as California

or Texas, saw substantially fewer presidential ads, only 22 out of 210 media markets registered zero

advertisements in the CMAG data.

A.2. Partisan Differences in Presidential Advertising

Appendix Figure A.2 shows the partisan difference in presidential impressions per capita, defined

as Ãds = AdsD −AdsR. There is, again, a great deal of across- as well as within-state variation.

While overall advertising in non-battleground states is rather low, it is not necessarily uniformly

distributed across media markets. In the state of Texas, for instance, there are 17 markets that

registered at least as many ads in favor of McCain as Obama. In 3 markets, however, Obama ad-

vertised more than his competitor. In general, the partisan difference in advertising is smaller in

media markets that are entirely contained within non-battleground states than in those that fall

within or overlap with swing states. The Amarillo DMA in Texas, for instance, overlaps with the

state of New Mexico, which is presumably why the McCain campaign and its supporters advertised

so heavily there–much more so than in the remainder of Texas and considerably more than the

Obama campaign. Importantly, DMAs that are partly contained within battleground states con-

tribute most of the variation in partisan differences in political advertising within non-battleground

states.

The partisan difference in presidential advertising also varies considerably within swing states.

In Ohio, for instance, the Democratic candidate and his supporters advertised more than their

Republican counterparts in seven out of twelve media markets. The Obama campaign advertised

relatively more in the north and south of the state, i.e., in the Toledo and Cleveland DMAs as well

as in the Dayton and Cincinnati markets, whereas McCain won the advertising battle in the Lima,

Columbus, Zanesville, Parkersburg, and Steubenville DMAs. Interestingly, there is some evidence

that the campaigns did not just target their core supporters. In 2000 and 2004, for instance, the
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majority of counties in the Steubenville DMA had been won by the respective Democratic rather

than the Republican candidate. Similarly, outside the vicinity of Cleveland, Dayton, Toledo, and

Cincinnati, the majority of voters are Republican leaning, and, therefore, quite comparable to those

outside of Columbus (who saw relatively more ads favoring John McCain).

Even battleground states in which Obama advertised far more than McCain exhibit a fair amount

of cross-DMA and, thus, across border-pair county variation. For instance, relative to McCain,

Obama actually advertised less in the Charlottesville DMA, but more in all other Virginia markets.

Overall, there is a considerable amount of variation both within battleground and non-battleground

states.

A.3. Variation Across Border-County Pairs

Appendix Figure A.4 presents histograms showing the absolute difference in total presidential

advertising (upper panel) and partisan disparities therein (lower panel) across neighboring border

counties. Again, there is variation within and across border-county pairs.

Since a nontrivial number of county-pairs register low differences in either measure of political

advertising, we have verified that our main results are qualitatively and quantitatively robust to

excluding all border-county pairs with for which the difference in the respective key RHS variable is

less than 10 impressions per capita. Excluding these observations changes the coefficient in column

(6) of Table 3 from .016 to .020, while that in column (6) of Table 4 changes from .308 to .313.

Appendix B: Political Advertising and Election Coverage on Local News

This appendix tests whether election coverage on local news broadcasts is systematically correlated

with political advertising in the same DMA. To this end, we rely on written transcripts of TV

news shows within sixty days leading up to the 2008 presidential election. We have obtained all

available transcripts for newscasts on broadcast stations in the thirty-one media markets covered

by the NewsBank database (see Appendix Figure A.3 for a map of covered DMAs). The availability

of these transcripts is governed by whether NewsBank has been able to negotiate contracts with

the respective content providers, i.e., the owners of TV stations. In total, the data contain more

than 442,000 individual, time-stamped news items with almost 82 million spoken words.

In order to account for the fact that the NewsBank database does not include transcripts for the

universe of TV channels in a particular DMA and to correct for any gaps in coverage over time, we

take a statistical approach to constructing a measure of DMA-level election coverage. Let fc,m,h,d be

the viewership-weighted frequency with which the terms “Obama,” “McCain,” “Biden,” “Palin,”

“election,” “president,” and “campaign” are mentioned on channel c in media market m within

half-hour window h on day d (i.e., the number of occurences of all of these terms normalized by the

total number of words spoken by the newscasters within the same time frame). We then measure
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election coverage in media market m by the DMA fixed effect, δm, in the following empirical model:

(1) fc,m,h,d = µn + ψd + χh + δm + εc,m,h,d,

where µn is a fixed effect for the network affiliation of channel c, ψd and χh are day and time fixed

effects, and εc,m,h,d denotes the error term.

With δm in hand, we can test whether differences in coverage of the presidential election are

correlated with differences in political advertising. The upper panel of Table A.4 presents the

results, based on our border-county approach. The layout of the panel mirrors that of Table 2. As

in that table, all coefficients are in standard deviation units. Importantly for our purposes, election

coverage by local TV news is not a meaningful predictor of political advertising. All point estimates

are economically small and statistically insignificant, which helps to dispel the concern that news

coverage rather than political advertising is inducing voters to turnout.

Unfortunately, the estimates in the upper panel Table A.4 are based on only a small sample

of border-pair counties and, therefore, not very precise. The lower panel of Table A.4 explores

whether the results carry over to all counties for which we can measure election coverage based on

the transcripts that are available in the NewsBank database. Most of the estimated correlations

are more precise and somewhat closer to zero.

In Appendix Table A.5, we replicate the exercise in the previous table, using a count- instead of

frequency-based measure of election coverage. That is, we continue to construct δm based on the

model in equation (1), but we do not normalize fc,m,h,d by the total number of words. Regardless

of the specific measure, we find no evidence that political advertising and news coverage of the

presidential election are systemtically correlated.

In sum, the evidence in this appendix supports the view that differences in news coverage of

the election are not predictive of differences in the intensity of political advertising. At the same

time, we note that data limitations prevent us from calculating news content measures for a larger

number of media markets.

Appendix C: Assessing the Constant Returns to Scale Assumption

In this section we assess to which extent the linearity assumption in our work horse empirical model

provides an adequate approximation of the functional relationship between advertising intensity and

different outcomes. To this end, we overlay partial residual plots with a semi-parametric estimate

of the relationship between advertising and the respective outcome based on the fixed effects series

estimator of Baltagi and Li (2002), i.e., with f (·) in the following specification:

yc,t = µp,t + f (Adsc,t) +X ′c,tγ + αyc,t−1 + εc,t

Partial residual plots reduce the dimensionality of the data by partialing out the effect of all

covariates but advertising. Specifically, we first estimate the equivalent of the model column (6) of
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Tables 3 and 4 on our sample of stacked border-pair counties, using the full set of controls. We then

rely on the estimates of the other model parameters to residualize the outcome variable.1 In Figures

A.6—A.9, we plot the resulting residuals against the respective measure of advertising and graph

the regression line implied by our linear model (dashed line) versus f (·) in the model above (solid

line).2 In Figure A.6, we focus on the relationship between partisan differences in vote shares and

partisan differences in presidential advertising. Figures A.7—A.9 explore the relationship between

own and opponent advertising and vote shares as well as total advertising and aggregate turnout.

By construction, the slope of the regression line in these plots equals the coefficient on advertising

in our multivariate regressions in the main text. If a linear model approximates the data well, then

one would expect the solid line to be close to the dashed one. That is, if the linear baseline model

provides a good approximation, then a semi-parametric estimate of the relationship should be

approximately linear and the area between the curves should be small. Härdle and Mammen (1993)

show that the squared area between both curves can be used as a (bootstrapped) test statistic for

the null hypthesis of linearity. We implement their test, accounting for clustering at the state level.

Except in the very extremes, the nonparametrically estimated raltionship track our parametric

regression line fairly closely. In fact, testing of linearity in Figures A.7 and A.9 yields p-values of

0.371 and 0.823, respectively, which we take as evidence that a linear model is adequate. Of course,

failure to reject the null of linearity may well be due to lack of statistical power, i.e., to a lack of

data points with very large or very small values of political advertising. Nonetheless, we find little

evidence to suggest that the functional form assumptions in our baseline model are a cause for

concern.

Appendix D: Ancillary Analyses

D.1. Sensitivity and Robustness Checks

Appendix Tables A.9 and A.11 present the sensitivity and robustness checks that we discuss in

the main tex. Table A.12 contains results from additional robustness analyses. In the spirit of

Allegretto et al. (2015), the first column within each set of regresions compares the results from

our border-pair approach to a traditional nearest-neighbor estimator. In order to implement the

matching estimator we define the set of treatment (control) counties as those for which the RHS

variable of interest is above (below) the state median. Restricting attention to state-years in which

there are at least five counties in each of the “treatment” and “control” groups, we then match

on the set of covariates in Tables 3 and 4 as well as state-year. To make the estimates comparable

to the ones in the main text, we form a Wald estimate by scaling the nearest-neighbor matching

estimate by the nearest-neighbor difference in advertising. The results are less precise than our

1In symbols, the partial residual of outcome yc,t is given by ε̃c,t ≡ yc,t − µ̂p,t −X ′
c,tγ̂, where we follow the

convention to denote estimated parameter values with a circumflex. Note that ε̃c,t “includes” the component

φ̂Adsc,t. That is, by contruction, ε̃c,t = φ̂Adsc,t + ε̂c,t.
2Note, f (·) is estimated independently of the partial residuals.
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estimates in the main text, but qualitatively very similar.3

The next two columns use inverse probability weighting and entropy balancing to correct for non-

representativeness of border counties (Hainmueller 2012; Wooldridge 2010). Reassuringly, reweight-

ing to make our sample of stacked border counties more representative of all U.S. counties has

virtually no effect on the point estimates.

The fourth column with each set of regressions allows the coefficients on the lagged dependent

variable and all other controls to vary by state, and the sixth column additionally controls for

interactions between the lagged dependent variable and the other controls. Again, our main point

estimates remain nearly unchanged.

The last column in Table A.12 uses the “double-selection” LASSO estimator of Belloni et al.

(2014) to select controls from the set of covariates in Tables 3 and 4, the covariates interacted

with indicator variables for state and year, and interacted with each other–for a total of 1,041

potential controls. The point estimates with respect to turnout and vote shares are both robust to

this specification check.

D.2. Placebo Tests

To probe our key identifying assumption, we have conducted a series of placebo tests. If the assump-

tion that within border-pair differences in advertising intensity are uncorrelated with differences

in the error term is, in fact, correct, then future presidential advertising should have no impact on

contemporenous outcomes. In Appendix Tables A.6 and A.7 we test this implication. The layout

of these tables mirrors that of the robustness checks Tables A.9 and A.11. Specifically, we replace

our measure of advertising intensity in the current presidential election with that in the next one

and estimate the resulting model on different subsamples of the data.

Very few coefficients in Tables A.6 and A.7 are statistically significant, and most of the ones

that are have the “wrong” sign (i.e., they are negative whereas our point estimates in the main

text are positive). Based on this evidence, we conclude that future advertising does not “affect”

contemporenous outcomes. The results from our placebo tests are, therefore, consistent with the

identifying assumption in the main text.

Appendix E: Derivation of Equation (7)

Here, we formally derive the expression for the persuasion rate in Section 7. The main difference

between our setup and existing derivations, i.e., DellaVigna and Kaplan (2007) and Enikolopov et

al. (2011), is that we consider the outcome of interest to be the difference in candidates’ vote shares,

3Appendix Figure A.10 compares the distances between matched treatment and control counties to the
distance between any two within-state across-DMA counties. As is evident from this figure, the nearest neigh-
bor matching estimator picks county pairs such that they are geographically closer than would be expected
by chance. This additional robustness check, therefore, lends credibility to our approach of comparing only
counties that are close.
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which are defined with respect to the entire voting-eligible population. The expressions below show

that this leaves the basic structure of the formula unchanged.

Formally, let yD and yR denote the observed vote shares of the Democratic and Republican

candidates, respectively. Further, let fp denote the persuasion rate of the spots sent by candidate p ∈
{R,D} with Adsp indicating their quantity. Hypothetical vote shares in the absence of advertising

by candidate p are given by ỹpD and ỹpR. Assuming that fp is constant and does not vary by audience,

the partisan difference in vote shares equals

yp − y¬p =
(
ỹp
p
− ỹp¬p

)
+ fp

(
1− ỹp

p
− ỹp¬p

)
Adsp︸ ︷︷ ︸

effect on “abstainers”

+ fp
(
ỹp¬p
)
Adsp︸ ︷︷ ︸

effect on supporters of rival

.

Collecting terms and rearranging gives

fp =
1

1− ỹp
p

(yp − y¬p)−
(
ỹp
p
− ỹp¬p

)
Adsp

.

Setting ∆y = (yp − y¬p)−
(
ỹp
p
− ỹp¬p

)
and ∆Adsp = Adsp produces equation (??), as desired.

Appendix F: Data Appendix

This appendix provides a description of all data used in the paper, as well as precise definitions

together with the sources of all variables. We first describe each source of data. We then explain

the construction of our samples, and how we calculate every variable.

F.1. Data Sources

F.1.1. Election Results

County-level information on the total number of voters, votes for each presidential candidate, write-

ins, etc. come from the CQ Voting and Elections Collection (Congressional Quarterly 2015). These

data include results from the 2000, 2004, 2008, and 2012 elections. Counties in Alaska are excluded

from the analysis because the election results are not available at the county-level. The 2008 election

results from Adair County (MO) and Abbeville County (SC) are missing from the raw data. We

add the respective results, as reported on the respective states’ websites.

F.1.2. Campaign Media Analysis Group

Data on political advertising during the 2004 2008, and 2012 general elections come from Kantar

Media and the Campaign Media Analysis Group (CMAG). We obtained these data through the

Wesleyan Media and Wisconsin Advertising Projects (Fowler et al. 2015; Goldstein et al. 2011;

Goldstein and Rivlin 2007). The 2004 sample includes political advertising spots aired in the 100

largest DMAs. In 2008 and 2012, CMAG expanded coverage to all 210 DMAs.
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F.1.3. Viewership Information

Our advertising veiwership measures for 2012 are based on the Nielsen AdIntel data set that is

distributed by the Kilts Center at the University of Chicago Booth School of Business. These

viewership data include the estimated number of viewers of each recorded advertisement in any

of the 210 DMAs, by gender and age group.4 Because Nielsen does not include estimates for

every single political advertisement in the CMAG sample, we assign a viewership estimate to

each political advertisement based on the average viewership of all advertisements recorded in the

Nielsen data for the distributor during the same time period as the political advertisement, using

30 minute time intervals. The Kilts Center supplements these data with a linking variable to match

advertisements in the Nielsen data to viewership estimates. We match political advertisements to

viewership estimates both indirectly using the linking variable with the advertisement data (by

date and time interval) and directly using the viewership data (by month, day of week, and time

interval). About 94.6% of political advertisements are successfully matched through this process.

When no viewership data are available within the same interval as the political advertisement–or

if the two methods lead to different viewership estimates–the number of viewers is imputed based

CMAG’s estimated cost for the spot. The imputed value is calculated from a linear regression of

the estimated number of viewers on a quadratic function of CMAG’s estimated cost for other spots

in the same market and year that were successfully matched to Nielsen data. Summary information

on advertising intensity during the 2004 and 2008 campaigns come from Spenkuch and Toniatti

(2016), and were constructed in almost identical fashion.

The Nielsen data also include a crosswalk that maps each county to demographic market areas.

All but seven counties are uniquely assigned to a DMA. Apache County (AZ), El Dorado County

(CA), Kern County (CA), Riverside County (CA), Blue Earth County (MN), Lea County (NM),

and Oneida County (NY) are assigned to more than one DMA. These seven counties are excluded

from the analysis.

F.1.4. U.S. Census Data

Information on the racial composition of each county come from the U.S. Census Intercensal Esti-

mates of the Resident Population by Sex, Race, and Hispanic Origin for Counties, and are based

on an official estimate as of July 1 for each year.5

Information on the number of individuals that are at least 18 years old come from two sources.

First, the number of adults 20 years or older come from the U.S. Census Intercensal Estimates of

the Resident Population by Five-Year Age Groups, Sex, Race, and Hispanic Origin for Counties.

4Nielsen reports data on three types of advertisement spots: Spot TV, Network Clearance Spot TV, and
Syndicated Clearance Spot TV.
5The U.S. Census aggregates information from Clifton Forge (VA) and Alleghany County (VA). As a

result, we exclude these two counties from the analysis. Broomfield County (CO) separated from Boulder
County (CO) in 2001. Because the 2000 U.S. Census and 2000 election results are not available for these
counties individually, we also exclude them from the analysis.
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These data are based on an official estimate as of July 1 for each year. The number of 18 and 19

year olds in each year are imputed based on a linear interpolation of the number of 18 and 19 year

olds using the 2000 and 2010 Decennial Censuses of Population and Housing.

Data on poverty and income come from the U.S. Census Small Area Income & Poverty Estimates

(SAIPE).

Information on counties’ spatial position come from 2010 U.S. Census TIGER/Line shapefiles.

The distance between two counties is the minimum distance between the county borders, measured

as an equirectangular projection of the longitude and latitude using every tenth geocoded point. Any

counties less than 10 kilometers apart by this measure are characterized as neighboring counties.

F.1.5. Newspaper Slant & Election Coverage

Information on the political leanings of local newspapers come from Gentzkow and Shapiro (2010).

We rely on their slant measure for individual newspapers, which we aggregate up to the county-

level by weighting each paper’s index by its circulation in the respective county, as reported by the

Alliance for Audited Media in its “U.S. County Penetration Report” for the fall of the respective

election year.

Information on election coverage by local newspapers comes from the Factiva database. We use

the filters in the Factiva search function to count the number of unique election-related articles that

each U.S. newspaper in the database published within sixty days of the respective election. Again,

we aggregate up to the county-level by weighting each paper’s number of articles by its circulation

in the respective county, as reported by the Alliance for Audited Media.

F.1.6. Candidate Visits

Information on the number of candidate visits to each media market in 2004 and 2008 was generously

provided to us by Daron Shaw (??). The data for the 2004 election cover the period from September

3 to November 1, and that for the 2008 election encompass visits between June 11 and November

4. Only public appearances by candidates are counted. Private fund-raising events, vacation days,

and working days in Washington, D.C. are excluded.

Information on the number of candidate visits to cities in 2012 come from FairVote.org, which,

in turn, assembled this information based on CNN ’s “On the Trail” campaign coverage. We match

each city to the corresponding DMA and count the number of candidate visits between September

7 and election day.

F.1.7. Voter Registration Data

Information on turnout of individual voters comes from official voter registration lists that are

maintained by the states. Instead of approaching each state’s board of elections individually, we

purchased these data in bulk from emerges.com, a data vendor that specializes in compiling and

standardizing public records, including registered voter lists. The data we obtained are current as

11
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of 2013/14 (depending on the state) and contain voters’ residential addresses and turnout histories.

For most states, the data also include information on individuals’ date of birth and gender. Thirty-

nine states have either a dedicated party affiliation field, or they contain sufficient information to

infer in which party’s primary (if any) a given voter participated.6 We confine our analysis to voters

for whom we can infer party affiliation, or lack thereof. To make use of the spatial information in

the data we rely on the Census Bureau’s TIGER/Line shapefiles in geocoding voters’ residential

addresses.

F.1.8. Newspaper Circulation Data

Information on newspaper circulation by ZIP code come from the Alliance for Audited Media’s

“Spring 2015 Newspaper Geo/Circ Report.” These data include ZIP code-level numbers for home

delivery, single-copy sales, individually paid, total paid, gross total, and total average projected

circulation for every edition of approximately 1,100 newspapers across North America. To spatially

locate ZIP code centroids, we rely on the USA ZIP Code Boundaries map maintained by the

Environmental Systems Research Institute (ESRI). The ZIP code boundaries in our file are based

on the situation in December 2014.

F.1.9. School District Expenditure Data

Information on school districts’ expenditures and enrollment numbers come from the National

Center of Education Statistics (NCES) Common Core of Data School Finance Survey for the

2009-10 school year. To spatially locate school district centroids, we rely on the Census Bureau’s

TIGER/Line shapefiles for school district boundaries as of 2009/10.

F.1.10. Real Estate Values

Information on property values come from CoreLogic/DataQuick, a for-profit data vendor that col-

lects this informatin from property tax records and other public sources. The database we obatined

contains tax assessor data for the period from 1995—2012 and includes information on almost 100

million properties in almost 3,000 jurisdictions. For each property, we focus on the latest available

entry.

F.1.11. Newscast Transcripts

Information on the content of local news broadcasts come from “Access World News” by NewsBank,

Inc. Focussing on the 60 days leading up to the 2008 presidential election, we obtained transcripts

for all newscasts contained in the NewsBank database. Over the relevant time frame, NewsBank

covered 134 channels in 32 media markets (see Appendix Figure A.3 for a map identifying these

DMAs). In total, these transcripts contain 442,000 individual, time stamped news items and nearly

82 million spoken words.

6The following states’ list do not contain enough information to let us infer in which party’s primary (if
any) a voter participated: AL, MI, MO, MN, MT, ND, VT, WA, WI.
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F.2. Samples

Our county-level data include all counties with information on how many political advertising spots

aired during the 2004, 2008, and 2012 U.S. Presidential campaigns, Nielsen ratings for the respective

DMAs, and county-level votes for the 2000, 2004, 2008, and 2012 U.S. Presidential elections. Our

analysis of the sample of “border-pair counties” is further restricted to all counties that share a

border with at least one other county that is assigned to a different demographic market area within

the same state. In what follows, we give precise definitions for each sample.

All Counties is a data set that includes all counties with information on political advertising

spots aired during the 2004, 2008, and 2012 U.S. Presidential campaigns, Nielsen ratings for the

advertising spots aired in demographic market area of the county, and county-level votes for the

2000, 2004, 2008, and 2012 U.S. Presidential elections. The unit of observation in this data set is a

county-year. The data encompass a total of 8,260 observations and 3,111 unique counties.

Border-Pair Counties is a data set that includes all county-year observations in the All Counties

data set that share a border with another county that is assigned to a different demographic market

area within the same state. The unit of observation is a county-year-pair. As explained in the main

text, a county-year may appear in the data set more than once if it shares a border with more than

one county in the same state but in a different DMA. There are a total of 11,848 observations in

this data set, 4,830 unique year-counties, and 2,012 unique counties.

Border-Pair Differences is a data set of the differences between paired counties in the Border-

Pair Counties data set. The order of differencing is normalized such that the difference in total

presidential impressions per capita is weakly positive. Paired counties with the same value of total

presidential impressions per capita are differenced randomly. There are a total of 5,924 observations

in this data set.

Our RD sample is based on the voter registration files of the lower forty-eight states and the

District of Columbia. We restrict attention to voters who live in one of the 39 states for which we

have sufficient information to infer party affiliation (or lack thereof), and for whom we can derive

geocodes either based on their exact street address, zip code, or city (more than 98% of all records;

see Table 10 for numbers split by the quality of “match”), and who live in a state with at least

one within-state DMA border segment. The remaining observations are excluded either because a

voter lives near a DMA border segment with no differences in advertising or because she registered

for the first time or updated her registration after the 2008/12 elections. Given that our data are

current as of the end of 2013/14 and that older lists are generally unavailable, we have no way

of determining where these individuals lived at the date of the respective presidential election. In

total, our RD sample includes 160,994,973 unique voters.

Our analysis of newspaper circulation includes all newspaper-zip code observations for which the

centroid of a particular ZIP code falls within 35km of the nearest within-state DMA border and
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for which the respective newspaper has positive circulation in at least one zip code within 35km of

that DMA border.

Our analysis of school districts’ expenditures includes all “elementary,” “secondary,” and “com-

bined” schools districts whose centroids fall within 35km of the nearest within-state DMA border

and who report positive current expenditures on the NCES Common Core of Data School Finance

Survey for the 2009-10 school year.

Our analysis of real estate values includes all properties in the CoreLogic/DataQuick database

for which a tax assessor determined a positive value.

F.3. Variable Definitions

F.3.1. Advertising Measures

Presidential Impressions per Capita is the total amount of local broadcast advertising–

measured as the total Nielsen-reported number of impressions among viewers above the age of 18

divided by the U.S. Census estimate of the market population age 18 and older–by candidates,

parties, and interest groups related to the U.S. Presidential Democratic and Republican candidates

within 60 days of the election.

Positive Presidential Imps. per Cap. is the amount of local broadcast advertising–measured

in impressions per capita for the market population age 18 and older–by candidates, parties, and

interest groups related to the U.S. Presidential Democratic and Republican candidates within 60

days of the election that promotes any candidate. The tone of the advertisement is determined by

human coders of the University of Wisconsin Advertising Project.

Negative Presidential Imps. per Cap. is the amount of local broadcast advertising–measured

in impressions per capita for the market population age 18 and older–by candidates, parties,

and interest groups related to the U.S. Presidential Democratic and Republican candidates within

60 days of the election that attacks or contrasts candidates. The tone of the advertisement is

determined by human coders of the University of Wisconsin Advertising Project.

Imps. per Cap. within 180 Days Before Election is the total amount of local broadcast

advertising–measured in impressions per capita for the market population age 18 and older–by

candidates, parties, and interest groups related to the U.S. Presidential Democratic and Republican

candidates within 180 days of the election.

Imps. per Cap. within 120 Days Before Election is the total amount of local broadcast

advertising–measured in impressions per capita for the market population age 18 and older–by

candidates, parties, and interest groups related to the U.S. Presidential Democratic and Republican

candidates within 120 days of the election.
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Imps. per Cap. within 30 Days Before Election is the total amount of local broadcast

advertising–measured in impressions per capita for the market population age 18 and older–by

candidates, parties, and interest groups related to the U.S. Presidential Democratic and Republican

candidates within 30 days of the election.

Partisan Difference in Imps. per Cap. is the difference in the total amount of local broadcast

advertising–measured in impressions per capita for the market population age 18 and older––

between Democratic and Republican candidates, parties, and interest groups related to the U.S.

Presidential Democratic and Republican candidates within 60 days of the election. A positive

number indicates relatively more Democratic advertising.

Presidential GRPs is the total amount of advertising–measured by the total impressions to

viewers 18 years old and older multiplied by 100 and divided by the Market Size Universe Estimates

provided by Nielsen for viewers 18 years old and older–by candidates, parties, and interest groups

within 60 days of the election.

Number of Political Ads is the total amount of local broadcast advertising–measured as the

total number of seconds of advertising divided by 30–by candidates, parties, and interest groups

related to the U.S. Presidential Democratic and Republican candidates within 60 days of the elec-

tion.

Number of Unique Ads is the total number of different / unique spots–as identified by the

“creative” name according to CMAG–by candidates, parties, and interest groups related to the

U.S. Presidential Democratic and Republican candidates that aired on the local broadcast stations

in a particular market within 60 days of the election.

Impressions per Capita for Viewers Age 2 and Older is the total amount of advertising–

measured in impressions per capita for the market population age 2 and older–by candidates,

parties, and interest groups within 60 days of the election.

Impressions per Capita including National Broadcasts (2008 only) is the total amount

of advertising–measured in impressions per capita for the market population age 18 and older

including any national advertisements on one of the four major broadcast networks as listed in

CMAG–by candidates, parties, and interest groups within 60 days of the election. When no view-

ership data are available within the same 30 minute window for a particular market, the number of

viewers is imputed based on the viewership in other markets and the particular market’s Universe

Estimates.

Non-Presidential Political Advertising is the total amount of political advertising–measured

in impressions per capita for the market population age 18 and older–by candidates, parties, and

interest groups related to Congressional, Gubernatorial, and other non-U.S. Presidential elections

within 60 days of the election.

Republican Non-Presidential Political Advertising is the total amount of political advertising–
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measured in impressions per capita for the market population age 18 and older–by candidates,

parties, and interest groups related to Congressional, Gubernatorial, and Republican other non-U.S.

Presidential elections within 60 days of the election.

Democratic Non-Presidential Political Advertising is the total amount of political advertising–

measured in impressions per capita for the market population age 18 and older–by candidates,

parties, and interest groups related to Congressional, Gubernatorial, and Democratic other non-U.S.

Presidential elections within 60 days of the election.

Partisan Difference in Non-Presidential Political Advertising is defined as Democratic

Non-Presidential Political Advertising minus Republican Non-Presidential Political Advertising

(both measured in impressions per capita among voting-aged adults).

Candidate Visits are the total number of visits by Presidential and Vice-Presidential candidates

of the two major parties aggregated to the DMA level.

Republican Candidate Visits are the total number of visits by Republican Presidential and

Vice-Presidential candidates aggregated to the DMA level.

Democratic Candidate Visits are the total number of visits by Democratic Presidential and

Vice-Presidential candidates aggregated to the DMA level.

Partisan Difference in Candidate Visits is defined as Democratic Candidate Visits minus

Republican Candidate Visits.

F.3.2. Election Results

Turnout (%) is the total number of votes for all U.S. Presidential candidates divided by the

population age 18 and older.

Lagged Turnout (%) is the total number of votes for all U.S. Presidential candidates in the

previous U.S. Presidential election divided by the population age 18 and older.

Democratic Two-Party Vote Share (%) is the number of votes for the Democratic U.S. Pres-

idential candidate divided by the total number of votes for the U.S. Presidential Democratic and

Republican candidates.

Republican Two-Party Vote Share (%) is the number of votes for the Republican U.S. Pres-

idential candidate divided by the total number of votes for the U.S. Presidential Democratic and

Republican candidates.

Partisan Difference in Two-Party Vote Share (%) is the number of votes for the Democratic

U.S. Presidential candidate minus the number of votes for the Republican U.S. Presidential can-

didate divided by the total number of votes for the U.S. Presidential Democratic and Republican

candidates.
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Democratic Vote Share (as Percentage of the Voting-Aged Population) is the number of

votes for the Democratic U.S. Presidential candidate divided by the number of adults in the county

18 years old and older.

Republican Vote Share (as Percentage of the Voting-Aged Population) is the number of

votes for the Republican U.S. Presidential candidate divided by the number of adults in the county

18 years old and older.

Partisan Difference in Vote Shares (as Percentage of the Voting-Aged Population) is

the number of votes for the Democratic U.S. Presidential candidate minus the number of votes for

the Republican U.S. Presidential candidate divided by the number of adults in the county 18 years

old and older.

Battleground State is the list of states characterized as a “toss up” or “leaning” by RealClearPolitics.com

approximately six to eight weeks prior to the election. The 2004 definition is based on the earliest

polling data posted on the site on September 21, 2004. The 2008 definition is based on polling data

from August 24, 2008. The 2012 definition is based on data as of September 1.

Nonbattleground State is the list of states not characterized as a “toss up” or “leaning” by

RealClearPolitics.com approximately six to eight weeks prior to the election. The 2004 definition

is based on the earliest polling data posted on the site on September 21, 2004. The 2008 definition

is based on polling data from August 24, 2008. The 2012 definition is based on data as of September

1.

F.3.3. Demographic & Economic Measures

Percent White (%) is the percentage of population that is characterized as White alone as

measured by the U.S. Census Intercensal Estimates of the Resident Population by Sex, Race, and

Hispanic Origin for Counties.

Percent Black (%) is the percentage of population that is characterized as Black or African

American alone as measured by the U.S. Census Intercensal Estimates of the Resident Population

by Sex, Race, and Hispanic Origin for Counties.

Percent Hispanic (%) is the percentage of population that is characterized as Hispanic alone as

measured by the U.S. Census Intercensal Estimates of the Resident Population by Sex, Race, and

Hispanic Origin for Counties.

Percent Asian (%) is the percentage of population that is characterized as Asian alone as mea-

sured by the U.S. Census Intercensal Estimates of the Resident Population by Sex, Race, and

Hispanic Origin for Counties.

Percent Other Race (%) is the percentage of population that is characterized as American

Indian, Native Hawaii, Other Pacific Islander, or two more races as measured by the U.S. Census

Intercensal Estimates of the Resident Population by Sex, Race, and Hispanic Origin for Counties.
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Percent Minority (%) is the percentage of population that is not characterized as White alone

as measured by the U.S. Census Intercensal Estimates of the Resident Population by Sex, Race,

and Hispanic Origin for Counties.

Percent Immigrants (%) is the percentage of population that is foreign born as measured by

the 2000 Decennial Census of Population and Housing and the 2010 American Community Survey

(5-Year Data).

Percent High School Dropouts (%) is based on a linear interpolation of the percentage of

the population with less than a high school education, as identified in the GeoLytics Estimates

Premium data for 2000 and 2010. GeoLytics takes these numbers from the Decennial Censuses of

Population and Housing.

Percent High School Educated (%) is based on a linear interpolation of the percentage of the

population with a high school education only, as identified in the GeoLytics Estimates Premium

data for 2000 and 2010. GeoLytics takes these numbers from the Decennial Censuses of Population

and Housing.

Percent College Educated (%) is based on a linear interpolation of the percentage of the

population with at least an associate’s degree, as identified in the GeoLytics Estimates Premium

data for 2000 and 2010. GeoLytics takes these numbers from the Decennial Censuses of Population

and Housing.

Median Household Income (in $1,000) is a measure of median household income in the county

from the Small Area Income & Poverty Estimates (SAIPE) provided by the U.S. Census.

Percent in Poverty (%) is measure of percentage of residents in poverty in the county based on

the U.S. Census Small Area Income & Poverty Estimates (SAIPE).

Employment to Population Ratio (%) is the total number of employed individuals divided

by the total population age 16 and older. Employment data are based on the average number of

employed individuals during the election year based on the Bureau of Labor Statistic’s Quarterly

Census of Employment and Wages. The number of adults age 16 and older are constructed using two

sources. The number of adults 20 years or older come from the U.S. Census Intercensal Estimates

of the Resident Population by Five-Year Age Groups, Sex, Race, and Hispanic Origin for Counties,

and based on an estimate of July 1 for each year. The number of 16-19 year olds in each year are

based on a linear interpolation of the number of 16-19 year olds using the 2000 and 2010 Decennial

Census of Population and Housing.

Total Voting-Aged Population (in 1,000s) is a county-level measure of all adults age 18 and

older. The number of adults 20 years or older come from the U.S. Census Intercensal Estimates of

the Resident Population by Five-Year Age Groups, Sex, Race, and Hispanic Origin for Counties,

and based on an estimate of July 1 for each year. The number of 18 and 19 year olds in each year

are based on a linear interpolation of the number of 18 and 19 year olds using the 2000 and 2010
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Decennial Census of Population and Housing.

Population Share of Media Market is defined as the population of a particular county divided

by the population of all counties assigned to the same DMA as the county.

F.3.4. Voter Registration Variables

Turnout is an indicator variable equal to one if an individual’s turnout history indicates that she

voted in the respective election, and zero otherwise.

Distance to Nearest Media Market Border (in meters) is defined as the straight-line distance

from an individual’s official residence to the nearest point on any DMA border within the state of

registration. As explained in the main text, we multiply this number by negative one for all voters

who live in a media market where the partisan difference in presidential impressions per capita (as

defined above) is smaller than in the neighboring one.

Party Affiliation is a set of indicator variables derived from the party field in states’ voter

registration lists in conjunction with individuals’ turnout histories. We classify an individual voter as

“registered Republican” or “registered Democrat” if the state lists her as such. This classification is

amended by taking into account in which party’s primaries, if any, a voter participated. Individuals

who are not registered as partisans with the respective states and whose turnout history indicates

that they have not participated in any of the major two parties’ primaries are grouped in the

residual category: “unaffiliated / independent.”

Years Registered at Current Address is defined as the number of years, as of 2012, since a

voter registered at the address in our data, based on the date of registration in states’ files.

Age is defined as an individuals’ age, as of 2008. This variable is missing for voters in states that

do not supply information on date of birth in their voter registration files.

Female is an indicator variable equal to one if the individual is listed as female on the state’s list,

and zero if the record indicates a male. This variable is missing for voters in states that do not

supply information on gender in their voter registration files.

F.3.5. School District, Newspaper, and Real Estate Variables

Log Expenditures per Student is defined as the natural logarithm of the ratio between a school

district’s current expenditures and its number of students.

Distance to Nearest Media Market Border (in meters) is defined as the straight-line distance

from a property, or the centroid of ZIP code or school district to the nearest point on any DMA

border within the same state. We multiply this number by negative one for all observations that

fall within in a media market where the partisan difference in presidential advertising (as defined

above) is smaller than in the neighboring DMA.
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Log Assessed Value is defined as the natural logarithm of the local tax assessor’s determination

of the value of the property in order to calculate the tax amount owed.

Newspaper Circulation is defined as a newspapers’ maximal average circulation (over all of its

editions) in a particular ZIP code divided by the respective number of households, both as reported

by the Alliance for Audited Media.

Newspaper Election Coverage is defined as the circulation weighted average of the number of

unique election-related articles published by all newspapers serving a particular county that are

contained in the Factive database.

Newspaper Slant is defined as the circulation weighted average of the slant index of Gentzkow

and Shapiro (2010) for all newspapers serving a particular county.
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Notes:  Figure displays the geographic distribution of all presidential advertising within 60 days of the 2008 presidential election. 

Advertising intensity is measured in impressions per capita among voting-aged adults. For additional details, see the Data Appendix.

Figure A.1: Total Presidential Advertising within Sixty Days of the 2008 Election, by Media Market



Figure A.2: Partisan Differences in Presidential Advertising within Sixty Days of the 2008 Election, by Media Market

Notes:  Figure displays the partisan difference in presidential advertising within 60 days of the 2008 presidential election, by DMA. 

Advertising intensity is measured in impressions per capita among voting-aged adults. For additional details, see the Data Appendix.



Figure A.3: Availability of Local TV News Transcripts

Notes:  Figure depicts media markets for which the NewsBank database contains transcripts of newscasts within sixty days leading up to 

the 2008 presidential election.



A. Gap in Total Presidential Advertising

B. Gap in Partisan Differences

Figure A.4: Differences in Political Advertising across Border Counties

Notes:  Figure shows histograms of the across border-pair gap in total political advertising (upper panel) and partisan 

differences in political advertising (lower panel). Both panels are based on our sample of stacked border-county pairs.



Figure A.5: Cumulative Distribution of p -values from Regressing Different Measures of Political Advertising on Counties' Time-Varying 

Observables

Notes:  Figure plots the empirical cumulative distribution function of the p -values obtained from using equation (1) to individually 

regress each covariate in Table 2 on each measure of political advertising (solid line) against the CDF of a uniform distribution (dashed 

line). A Kolmogorov-Smirnov test fails to reject the null that both are equal (p  = .478).



Figure A.6: Relationship between Partisan Differences in Presidential Advertising and Partisan Differences in Vote Shares

Notes:  Figure plots the residualized partisan difference in vote shares againts the partisan difference in presidential advertising. The 

partial residuals are based on the model in equation (1) using the full set of covariates, as explained in Appendix C. The dashed line 

shows the regression line implied by our workhorse linear model. The solid line corresponds to an independently obtained 

semiparametric estimate of the same relationship using the fixed effects estimator of Baltagi and Li (2002).



Figure A.7: Relationship between a Candidate's Advertising and Vote Share

Notes:  Figure plots residuals of a candidate's own vote share against the number of impressions that aired in his support. The partial 

residuals are based on the model in equation (1) using the full set of covariates, as explained in Appendix C. The dashed line shows the 

regression line implied by our workhorse linear model. The solid line corresponds to an independently obtained semiparametric estimate 

of the same relationship using the fixed effects estimator of Baltagi and Li (2002).



Figure A.8: Relationship between Opponent Advertising and Own Vote Share

Notes:  Figure plots residuals of a candidate's vote share against the number of impressions that aired in support of his opponent. The 

partial residuals are based on the model in equation (1) using the full set of covariates, as explained in Appendix C. The dashed line 

shows the regression line implied by our workhorse linear model. The solid line corresponds to an independently obtained 

semiparametric estimate of the same relationship using the fixed effects estimator of Baltagi and Li (2002).



Figure A.9: Relationship between Total Presidential Advertising and Turnout

Notes:  Figure plots residualized turnout against total presidential advertising. The partial residuals are based on the model in equation 

(1) using the full set of covariates, as explained in Appendix C. The dashed line shows the regression line implied by our workhorse 

linear model. The solid line corresponds to an independently obtained semiparametric estimate of the same relationship using the fixed 

effects estimator of Baltagi and Li (2002).



Figure A.10: Cumulative Distribution of Distances between Matched Counties

Notes:  Figure plots the empirical cumulative distribution of the distances between matched counties in column (7) of Appendix Table 

A.8 (short-dashed line) against the CDF of the distances between all across-DMA county pairs within the same states (long-dashed line).



Figure A.11: Number of Observations within 170km of the Nearest Media Market Border

Notes:  Figure shows the number of observations in our voter registration data within 2.5km-wide bins around media 

market borders. As explained in the main text, the running variable is voters' distance to the nearest within-state media 

market border. Estimates of the associated density are based on the procedure of McCrary (2008). For precise definitions 

and the sources of all variables, see the Data Appendix.

Figure A.12: Number of Observations within 25km of the Nearest Media Market Border

Notes:  Figure shows the number of observations within a 25km bandwidth around media market borders. Each bin is 1km 

wide. As explained in the main text, the running variable is voters' distance to the nearest within-state media market 

border. Estimates of the associated density are based on the procedure of McCrary (2008). For precise definitions and the 

sources of all variables, see the Data Appendix.



Mean SD Min Max Mean SD Min Max

Media Market Measures:

Presidential Impressions per Capita  (in 10s) 7.96 11.37 0.00 33.85 8.54 11.72 0.00 33.85

Partisan Difference in Imps. per Cap. (in 10s) 1.05 1.94 -2.53 6.90 1.09 1.95 -2.53 6.90

Number of Political Ads (in 1,000s) 2.95 4.20 0.00 15.28 3.12 4.26 0.00 15.28

Non-Presidential Political Imps. per Cap. (in 10s) 15.60 13.96 0.00 56.57 15.71 14.22 0.00 56.57

Candidate Visits 3.18 4.63 0.00 18.00 3.33 4.65 0.00 18.00

County-Level Variables:

Turnout (%) 58.17 9.13 29.46 100.00 57.59 9.05 31.00 100.00

Lagged Turnout (%) 52.93 8.84 23.70 97.10 52.47 8.77 27.24 97.10

Democratic Two-Party Vote Share (%) 40.32 12.40 9.09 90.52 39.79 11.08 9.09 83.06

Republican Two-Party Vote Share (%) 59.68 12.40 9.48 90.91 60.21 11.08 16.94 90.91

Percent White (%) 81.15 18.18 3.13 98.89 82.04 17.50 3.13 98.81

Percent Minority (%) 18.85 18.18 1.11 96.87 17.96 17.50 1.19 96.87

Percent High School Dropouts (%) 22.56 8.70 3.24 58.01 23.88 8.83 3.24 58.01

Percent High School Educated (%) 54.64 6.71 23.78 68.92 55.16 6.45 29.23 68.79

Percent College Educated (%) 22.80 9.42 6.86 67.62 20.95 8.49 6.86 62.24

Percent Foreign Born (%) 4.13 5.36 0.04 50.99 3.59 4.84 0.04 50.99

Median Household Income (in $1,000) 39.74 10.44 18.38 94.66 38.10 9.49 18.38 94.66

Percent in Poverty  (%) 12.65 4.98 2.25 38.59 13.13 4.99 3.05 38.59

Employment to Population Ratio (%) 94.30 1.66 84.51 97.62 94.11 1.68 84.51 97.62

Total Voting-Aged Population (in 1,000s) 94 274 0 7,176 64 185 0 2,600

Newspaper Slant 0.45 0.03 0.38 0.55 0.45 0.03 0.38 0.55

Newspaper Election Coverage (in 100s) 2.04 0.86 0.01 5.80 2.01 0.84 0.01 5.80

Number of Observations

Notes: Entries are descriptive statistics for the most important variables in our county-level data set. For precise definitions and the sources 

of all variables, see the Data Appendix.

Table A.1: Descriptive Statistics, 2004 Presidential Election

All Counties Border-Pair Counties

2,022 1,228



Mean SD Min Max Mean SD Min Max

Media Market Measures:

Presidential Impressions per Capita  (in 10s) 7.14 8.74 0.00 27.23 7.31 8.79 0.00 27.23

Partisan Difference in Imps. per Cap. (in 10s) 1.23 2.42 -5.55 9.35 1.28 2.44 -5.55 9.35

Number of Political Ads (in 1,000s) 3.17 4.20 0.00 17.34 3.18 4.13 0.00 17.34

Non-Presidential Political Imps. per Cap. (in 10s) 15.08 13.75 0.00 60.26 14.80 13.55 0.00 60.26

Candidate Visits 1.58 2.05 0.00 11.67 1.53 1.96 0.00 11.67

County-Level Variables:

Turnout (%) 58.67 9.36 19.20 100.00 58.03 9.37 24.93 100.00

Lagged Turnout (%) 58.53 9.62 15.16 100.00 57.87 9.41 26.29 100.00

Democratic Two-Party Vote Share (%) 42.27 14.04 5.03 93.40 41.81 13.16 5.03 89.54

Republican Two-Party Vote Share (%) 57.73 14.04 6.60 94.97 58.19 13.16 10.46 94.97

Percent White (%) 79.03 19.52 2.78 99.12 79.35 19.37 2.92 99.12

Percent Minority (%) 20.97 19.52 0.88 97.22 20.65 19.37 0.88 97.08

Percent High School Dropouts (%) 22.89 8.75 3.44 65.46 23.97 8.88 3.44 65.46

Percent High School Educated (%) 54.81 6.63 23.55 74.30 55.17 6.48 25.82 74.30

Percent College Educated (%) 22.30 8.75 6.45 67.63 20.86 8.02 6.45 62.14

Percent Foreign Born (%) 4.18 5.30 0.01 51.04 3.74 4.89 0.01 51.04

Median Household Income (in $1,000) 44.07 11.39 19.18 111.58 42.30 10.34 19.83 102.25

Percent in Poverty  (%) 14.41 5.72 2.79 49.38 15.10 5.73 3.05 49.38

Employment to Population Ratio (%) 94.20 2.05 77.45 98.68 93.92 2.07 77.45 98.37

Total Voting-Aged Population (in 1,000s) 75 234 0 7,285 53 157 0 2,828

Newspaper Slant 0.46 0.04 0.37 0.57 0.46 0.04 0.37 0.57

Newspaper Election Coverage (in 100s) 1.28 0.68 0.01 5.13 1.25 0.65 0.01 5.13

Number of Observations

Notes: Entries are descriptive statistics for the most important variables in our county-level data set. For precise definitions and the sources 

of all variables, see the Data Appendix.

Table A.2: Descriptive Statistics, 2008 Presidential Election

All Counties Border-Pair Counties

3,119 2,012



Mean SD Min Max Mean SD Min Max

Media Market Measures:

Presidential Impressions per Capita  (in 10s) 6.88 12.07 0.00 46.94 7.02 12.13 0.00 46.94

Partisan Difference in Imps. per Cap. (in 10s) -0.46 1.48 -5.81 4.00 -0.46 1.50 -5.81 4.00

Number of Political Ads (in 1,000s) 3.93 7.47 0.00 32.45 3.93 7.34 0.00 32.45

Non-Presidential Political Imps. per Cap. (in 10s) 20.26 15.63 0.00 66.35 19.77 15.69 0.00 66.35

Candidate Visits 1.67 3.67 0.00 19.00 1.66 3.65 0.00 19.00

County-Level Variables:

Turnout (%) 56.11 9.87 15.49 100.00 55.65 9.86 26.22 100.00

Lagged Turnout (%) 58.67 9.36 19.20 100.00 58.03 9.37 24.93 100.00

Democratic Two-Party Vote Share (%) 39.24 15.02 3.47 93.98 38.70 14.09 3.47 90.69

Republican Two-Party Vote Share (%) 60.76 15.02 6.02 96.53 61.30 14.09 9.31 96.53

Percent White (%) 78.39 19.66 1.32 100.00 78.76 19.51 1.32 100.00

Percent Minority (%) 21.61 19.66 0.00 98.68 21.24 19.51 0.00 98.68

Percent High School Dropouts (%) 15.91 7.05 2.45 55.12 16.73 7.24 2.45 55.12

Percent High School Educated (%) 56.85 6.70 17.81 73.68 57.67 6.20 28.97 73.68

Percent College Educated (%) 27.24 9.38 8.21 75.16 25.60 8.64 8.21 65.27

Percent Foreign Born (%) 4.46 5.50 0.00 51.20 3.99 5.07 0.00 51.20

Median Household Income (in $1,000) 45.49 11.78 19.62 122.84 43.61 10.72 19.62 107.82

Percent in Poverty  (%) 16.34 6.43 0.00 49.45 17.07 6.42 0.00 47.72

Employment to Population Ratio (%) 92.16 2.77 72.65 98.88 91.81 2.75 72.65 97.93

Total Voting-Aged Population (in 1,000s) 78 246 0 7,622 55 168 0 3,082

Newspaper Slant 0.47 0.04 0.36 0.59 0.47 0.04 0.36 0.59

Newspaper Election Coverage (in 100s) 1.86 5.22 0.01 29.09 1.76 5.12 0.01 29.09

Number of Observations

Notes: Entries are descriptive statistics for the most important variables in our county-level data set. For precise definitions and the sources 

of all variables, see the Data Appendix.

Table A.3: Descriptive Statistics, 2012 Presidential Election

All Counties Border-Pair Counties

3,119 2,012



A. Border-Pairs with News Content Measure

Election Coverage on TV (in SDs)  0.050    0.052    0.053    0.056    0.059    0.059    0.041    0.043    0.044    0.052    0.055    0.050    0.086    0.085    0.066   

(0.044) (0.048) (0.047) (0.057) (0.061) (0.058) (0.038) (0.041) (0.042) (0.120) (0.127) (0.117) (0.136) (0.144) (0.132)

Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Economic Controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Media Controls No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes

Number of Observations 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410

B. All Counties with News Content Measure

Election Coverage on TV (in SDs)  0.019    0.019    0.016    0.022    0.023    0.020    0.014    0.014    0.010    0.027    0.030    0.030    0.100    0.100    0.080   

(0.025) (0.026) (0.024) (0.030) (0.030) (0.031) (0.036) (0.035) (0.028) (0.111) (0.107) (0.096) (0.131) (0.132) (0.125)

Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Economic Controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Media Controls No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes

State Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Number of Observations 665 665 665 665 665 665 665 665 665 665 665 665 665 665 665

Presidential Advertising (in Standard Deviation Units)

Difference

Partisan

Difference

Presidential Advertising (in Standard Deviation Units)

Candidates Candidate Candidate Political Advertising

Notes: Entries are coefficients and standard errors from regressing different measures of political advertising on differences in TV news coverage of the 2008 presidential election, as measured by δm in Appendix B. To 

implement our border-pair estimator, the sample in upper panel consists of all border-pair counties in any of the media markets for which the NewsBank database contains transcripts of newscasts within sixty days leading up to 

the election.  The sample in the lower panel consists of all counties with avaiable transcripts. The respective measure of advertising is given at the top of each column. Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors are two-way 

clustered by state and media market border, and reported in parentheses. All coefficients are normalized so that they refer to the standard deviation change in the outcome associated with a standard deviation change in the 

respective covariate. For precise definitions and the sources of all variables, see the Data Appendix. ** and * denote statistical significance at the 1%- and 5%-levels, respectively.

Table A.4: Political Advertising and Election Coverage on TV News Broadcasts, Frequency-Based Measure of Election Coverage

Both Democratic Republican Non-Presidential

Both Democratic Republican Non-Presidential

Candidates Candidate Candidate Political Advertising

Partisan



A. Border-Pairs with News Content Measure

Election Coverage on TV (in SDs)  0.048    0.049    0.048    0.047    0.048    0.045    0.047    0.048    0.050    0.013    0.014    -0.001    0.003    0.000    -0.012   

(0.040) (0.041) (0.040) (0.047) (0.049) (0.045) (0.038) (0.040) (0.041) (0.099) (0.102) (0.093) (0.137) (0.142) (0.123)

Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Economic Controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Media Controls No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes

Number of Observations 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 410

B. All Counties with News Content Measure

Election Coverage on TV (in SDs)  0.020    0.020    0.020    0.017    0.018    0.016    0.022    0.021    0.023    -0.007    -0.003    -0.011    0.014    0.014    0.003   

(0.024) (0.024) (0.022) (0.027) (0.027) (0.027) (0.034) (0.034) (0.026) (0.099) (0.095) (0.083) (0.143) (0.143) (0.131)

Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Economic Controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Media Controls No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes

State Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Number of Observations 665 665 665 665 665 665 665 665 665 665 665 665 665 665 665

Presidential Advertising (in Standard Deviation Units)

Presidential Advertising (in Standard Deviation Units)

Candidates Candidate Candidate

Candidates Candidate Candidate

Political Advertising

Notes: Entries are coefficients and standard errors from regressing different measures of political advertising on differences in news coverage of the 2008 presidential election. In contrast to Table A.4, the measure of election 

coverage is based on raw counts of key terms rather than their frequency, as explained in Appendix B. To implement our border-pair estimator, the sample in upper panel consists of all border-pair counties in any of the media 

markets for which the NewsBank database contains transcripts of newscasts within sixty days leading up to the election.  The sample in the lower panel consists of all counties with avaiable transcripts. The respective measure 

of advertising is given at the top of each column. Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors are two-way clustered by state and media market border, and reported in parentheses. All coefficients are normalized so that they refer 

to the standard deviation change in the outcome associated with a standard deviation change in the respective covariate. For precise definitions and the sources of all variables, see the Data Appendix. ** and * denote statistical 

significance at the 1%- and 5%-levels, respectively.

Both Democratic Republican Non-PresidentialPartisan

Difference

Political Advertising

Partisan

Table A.5: Political Advertising and Election Coverage on TV News Broadcasts, Count-Based Measure of Election Coverage

Both Democratic Republican Non-Presidential

Difference



Coefficient p -value Coefficient p -value Coefficient p -value

Baseline -0.003 0.760 -0.002 0.889 -0.002 0.857

(0.009) (0.014) (0.010)

Downweighting Stacked Observations -0.002 0.804 0.000 0.978 -0.002 0.836

(0.008) (0.016) (0.009)

County Pairs in Same Congressional District:

> 80% of Each County's Area -0.007 0.562 -0.007 0.792 -0.005 0.681

(0.012) (0.025) (0.012)

> 90% of Each County's Area -0.008 0.529 -0.012 0.650 -0.005 0.681

(0.012) (0.025) (0.012)

> 95% of Each County's Area -0.008 0.524 -0.011 0.674 -0.005 0.681

(0.012) (0.025) (0.012)

> 99% of Each County's Area -0.008 0.509 -0.010 0.706 -0.005 0.673

(0.012) (0.027) (0.012)

By Population Share of Media Market:

< 15% -0.003 0.743 -0.004 0.794 -0.002 0.860

(0.009) (0.014) (0.010)

< 10% -0.003 0.767 -0.003 0.849 -0.002 0.877

(0.009) (0.014) (0.010)

< 5% -0.006 0.498 -0.006 0.714 -0.005 0.615

(0.009) (0.016) (0.010)

< 2% -0.009 0.427 0.000 0.994 -0.008 0.554

(0.012) (0.023) (0.013)

Alternative Advertising Measures:

Total Number of Ads (in 1,000s) -0.014 0.315 -0.028 0.385 -0.012 0.419

(0.014) (0.031) (0.015)

Number of Unique Ads -0.002 0.583 0.000 0.995 -0.002 0.598

(0.004) (0.007) (0.004)

Gross Rating Points (÷1,000) -0.001 0.932 0.001 0.913 0.000 0.994

(0.009) (0.013) (0.010)

Imps. per Cap. within 180 Days Before Election (÷10) -0.001 0.904 0.002 0.836 0.000 0.968

(0.005) (0.012) (0.005)

Imps. per Cap. within 120 Days Before Election (÷10) -0.001 0.845 0.003 0.820 -0.001 0.885

(0.006) (0.012) (0.006)

Imps. per Cap. within 30 Days Before Election (÷10) -0.004 0.805 -0.002 0.904 -0.002 0.908

(0.014) (0.018) (0.016)

Imps. per Cap. for Viewers Age 2 and Older  (÷10) -0.004 0.744 -0.003 0.880 -0.003 0.841

(0.012) (0.018) (0.013)

Imps. per Cap. incl. Nat'l Ads ( ÷10) -0.002 0.810 0.003 0.839 -0.002 0.864

(0.009) (0.014) (0.010)

By Battleground Status:

Battleground State 0.008 0.523 -0.013 0.650 0.011 0.468

(0.012) (0.029) (0.014)

Non-battleground State -0.005 0.651 0.014 0.364 -0.007 0.581

(0.012) (0.016) (0.012)

By State Partisan Leanings:

Democratic -0.020 0.376 0.013 0.775 -0.014 0.530

(0.022) (0.044) (0.021)

Neither 0.013 0.374 0.037 0.134 0.010 0.562

(0.015) (0.020) (0.017)

Republican -0.011 0.503 0.005 0.834 -0.012 0.536

(0.017) (0.023) (0.019)

By Racial Composition:

Below Median Share of Minorities -0.003 0.818 -0.002 0.928 0.002 0.863

(0.011) (0.023) (0.012)

Above Median Share of Minorities 0.011 0.556 -0.011 0.644 0.018 0.470

(0.018) (0.024) (0.024)

By Educational Attainment:

Below Median Share of College Graduates 0.005 0.743 0.008 0.725 0.004 0.832

(0.016) (0.024) (0.018)

Above Median Share of College Graduates -0.007 0.565 -0.013 0.487 -0.008 0.534

(0.012) (0.019) (0.013)

Table A.6: Placebo Tests for the Impact of Future Presidential Advertising on Contemporaneous Turnout

Pooled → 2004 Turnout → 2008 Turnout

Notes: Entries are placebo estimates for the impact of total political advertising in the next  presidential election on contemporaneous  turnout, estimated on 

various subsamples of the data. The outcome variable in each specification is voter turnout as percentage of counties' voting-aged population. All estimates are 

based on our sample of stacked border-pair counties, controlling for year-specific border-pair fixed effects, the lagged dependent variable, and the full set of 

controls, as in column (6) of Table 3. Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors are two-way clustered by state and media market border, and reported in 

parentheses. p -values for the null hypothesis of no effect of presidential advertising on turnout are reported next to each coefficient.

2008 Advertising 2012 Advertising



Coefficient p -value Coefficient p -value Coefficient p -value

Baseline -0.051 0.613 0.034 0.737 -0.127 0.510

(0.100) (0.100) (0.192)

Downweighting Stacked Observations -0.105 0.340 -0.004 0.962 -0.203 0.321

(0.109) (0.088) (0.203)

County Pairs in Same Congressional District:

> 80% of Each County's Area -0.125 0.371 -0.041 0.730 -0.239 0.299

(0.138) (0.118) (0.227)

> 90% of Each County's Area -0.150 0.275 -0.043 0.713 -0.277 0.223

(0.135) (0.116) (0.224)

> 95% of Each County's Area -0.148 0.281 -0.041 0.722 -0.274 0.231

(0.135) (0.115) (0.225)

> 99% of Each County's Area -0.148 0.283 -0.040 0.734 -0.278 0.226

(0.136) (0.115) (0.226)

By Population Share of Media Market:

< 15% -0.055 0.592 0.041 0.692 -0.143 0.471

(0.101) (0.102) (0.197)

< 10% -0.049 0.631 0.055 0.599 -0.136 0.507

(0.101) (0.104) (0.202)

< 5% -0.059 0.572 0.019 0.847 -0.129 0.540

(0.104) (0.095) (0.210)

< 2% -0.023 0.863 0.021 0.876 -0.017 0.951

(0.133) (0.130) (0.272)

Alternative Advertising Measures:

Total Number of Ads (in 1,000s) 0.192 0.085 0.257 0.180 0.190 0.140

(0.109) (0.188) (0.127)

Number of Unique Ads -0.049 0.180 -0.034 0.390 -0.073 0.242

(0.036) (0.039) (0.062)

Gross Rating Points (÷1,000) -0.042 0.670 0.039 0.701 -0.125 0.518

(0.097) (0.100) (0.193)

Imps. per Cap. within 180 Days Before Election (÷10) -0.065 0.146 -0.029 0.704 -0.068 0.357

(0.044) (0.077) (0.073)

Imps. per Cap. within 120 Days Before Election (÷10) -0.109 0.090 -0.027 0.729 -0.140 0.198

(0.063) (0.079) (0.107)

Imps. per Cap. within 30 Days Before Election (÷10) -0.070 0.686 0.098 0.548 -0.183 0.541

(0.173) (0.162) (0.298)

Imps. per Cap. for Viewers Age 2 and Older  (÷10) -0.054 0.658 0.049 0.702 -0.146 0.534

(0.122) (0.126) (0.232)

Imps. per Cap. incl. Nat'l Ads ( ÷10) -0.047 0.620 0.038 0.692 -0.120 0.509

(0.093) (0.095) (0.181)

By Battleground Status:

Battleground State 0.049 0.739 0.030 0.835 0.087 0.699

(0.144) (0.140) (0.220)

Non-battleground State -0.277 0.013 0.152 0.382 -0.641 0.000

(0.105) (0.170) (0.158)

By State Partisan Leanings:

Democratic -0.116 0.668 0.181 0.277 -0.487 0.097

(0.265) (0.156) (0.273)

Neither 0.070 0.728 -0.185 0.277 0.159 0.525

(0.197) (0.147) (0.241)

Republican -0.155 0.175 -0.006 0.963 -0.370 0.135

(0.111) (0.133) (0.237)

By Racial Composition:

Below Median Share of Minorities -0.167 0.237 -0.186 0.007 -0.149 0.591

(0.139) (0.062) (0.274)

Above Median Share of Minorities 0.069 0.505 0.337 0.021 -0.054 0.804

(0.102) (0.139) (0.217)

By Educational Attainment:

Below Median Share of College Graduates -0.056 0.737 -0.031 0.865 -0.065 0.860

(0.165) (0.178) (0.367)

Above Median Share of College Graduates -0.006 0.956 -0.043 0.704 -0.024 0.892

(0.104) (0.112) (0.178)

Table A.7: Placebo Tests for the Impact of Future Partisan Differences in Advertising on Contemporaneous Partisan Differences in Two-Party Vote Shares

Pooled → 2004 Vote Shares → 2008 Vote Shares

Notes: Entries are placebo estimates for the impact of partisan differences in political advertising in the next  presidential election on the contemporaneous 

partisan difference in vote shares, estimated on various subsamples of the data. The outcome variable in each specification is the partisan difference in two-party 

vote shares (in percentage points). All estimates are based on our sample of stacked border-pair counties, controlling for year-specific border-pair fixed effects, the 

lagged dependent variable, and the full set of controls, as in column (6) of Table 4. Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors are two-way clustered by state and 

media market border, and reported in parentheses. p -values for the null hypothesis of no effect of presidential advertising on turnout are reported next to each 

coefficient.

2008 Advertising 2012 Advertising



A. All Presidential Advertising

(1) (2) (3)

Presidential Impressions per Capita (÷10)  0.249**  0.143**  0.166**

(0.056) (0.032) (0.039)

Fixed Effects:

County No Yes Yes

Year No Yes Yes

Border Pair × Year No No No

Controls:

Baseline Controls No Yes Yes

Lagged Dependent Variable No No No

All All All

Counties Counties Counties

R
2

0.078 0.956 0.959

Number of Observations 8,260 8,260 8,260

B. Positive vs. Negative Presidential Advertising

(10) (11) (12)

Positive Impressions per Capita (÷10)  0.388**  0.121*   0.116*  

(0.102) (0.047) (0.049)

Negative Impressions per Capita (÷10)  0.200**  0.148**  0.188**

(0.050) (0.033) (0.041)

H0: Both Coefficients = 0

F-Statistic 9.789 10.335 10.936

p -value 0.000 0.000 0.000

Fixed Effects:

County No Yes Yes

Year No Yes Yes

Border Pair × Year No No No

Controls:

Baseline Controls No Yes Yes

Lagged Dependent Variable No No Yes

All All All

Counties Counties Counties

R
2

0.081 0.956 0.959

Number of Observations 8,260 8,260 8,260

Notes:  Entries are coefficients and standard errors from estimating φ in equation (1) by ordinary least 

squares. The outcome variable in all specifications is voter turnout as percentage of counties' voting-aged 

population. The upper panel estimates the impact of all presidential advertising, while the lower panel 

distinguishes between positive and negative ads. The estimates in this table are based on the sample of all 

U.S. counties with available advertising measures. Our set set of baseline controls includes all covariates 

shown in Table 2, as well as candidate visits, and total nonpresidential advertising. Heteroskedasticity 

robust standard errors are two-way clustered by state and media market border and reported in parentheses. 

** and * denote statistical significance at the 1%- and 5%-levels, respectively.

Table A.8: Correlation Political Advertising on Voter Turnout, Full Sample

Percent Voter Turnout

Sample

Percent Voter Turnout

Sample



Coefficient p -value Coefficient p -value Coefficient p -value Coefficient p -value

Baseline 0.016 0.117 0.010 0.670 0.018 0.225 0.025 0.050

(0.010) (0.023) (0.015) (0.013)

Downweighting Stacked Observations 0.013 0.163 0.005 0.824 0.017 0.222 0.018 0.118

(0.009) (0.021) (0.014) (0.012)

County Pairs in Same Congressional District:

> 80% of Each County's Area 0.021 0.149 0.001 0.974 0.019 0.347 0.029 0.088

(0.015) (0.025) (0.020) (0.017)

> 90% of Each County's Area 0.023 0.130 -0.003 0.904 0.021 0.321 0.032 0.068

(0.015) (0.026) (0.021) (0.017)

> 95% of Each County's Area 0.023 0.135 -0.003 0.901 0.022 0.304 0.032 0.066

(0.015) (0.026) (0.021) (0.017)

> 99% of Each County's Area 0.024 0.130 -0.002 0.927 0.022 0.314 0.035 0.059

(0.016) (0.027) (0.022) (0.018)

By Population Share of Media Market:

< 15% 0.015 0.133 0.008 0.720 0.018 0.226 0.024 0.061

(0.010) (0.023) (0.014) (0.012)

< 10% 0.016 0.141 0.009 0.701 0.017 0.264 0.024 0.069

(0.010) (0.023) (0.015) (0.013)

< 5% 0.018 0.086 0.012 0.643 0.018 0.175 0.031 0.038

(0.010) (0.025) (0.013) (0.014)

< 2% 0.018 0.179 0.013 0.603 0.017 0.332 0.028 0.081

(0.013) (0.025) (0.017) (0.016)

Alternative Advertising Measures:

Total Number of Ads (in 1,000s) 0.020 0.334 0.029 0.676 0.012 0.691 0.034 0.292

(0.020) (0.068) (0.030) (0.032)

Number of Unique Ads 0.004 0.296 0.002 0.863 0.004 0.414 0.009 0.129

(0.004) (0.011) (0.005) (0.006)

Gross Rating Points (÷1,000) 0.017 0.087 0.010 0.654 0.019 0.161 0.025 0.037

(0.009) (0.022) (0.013) (0.012)

Imps. per Cap. within 180 Days Before Election (÷10) 0.009 0.055 0.007 0.678 0.009 0.370 0.012 0.056

(0.005) (0.017) (0.010) (0.006)

Imps. per Cap. within 120 Days Before Election (÷10) 0.010 0.071 0.007 0.692 0.009 0.355 0.016 0.041

(0.005) (0.017) (0.010) (0.008)

Imps. per Cap. within 30 Days Before Election (÷10) 0.019 0.252 0.012 0.699 0.020 0.361 0.041 0.058

(0.016) (0.032) (0.022) (0.021)

Imps. per Cap. for Viewers Age 2 and Older  (÷10) 0.020 0.108 0.012 0.662 0.023 0.219 0.033 0.044

(0.012) (0.028) (0.019) (0.016)

Imps. per Cap. incl. Nat'l Ads ( ÷10, 2008 & 2012 only) -- -- -- -- 0.020 0.166 0.025 0.048

-- -- (0.014) (0.012)

By Battleground Status:

Battleground State 0.015 0.144 -0.014 0.529 0.046 0.049 0.013 0.341

(0.010) (0.022) (0.022) (0.014)

Non-battleground State 0.021 0.265 0.066 0.027 -0.005 0.827 0.052 0.142

(0.018) (0.028) (0.021) (0.034)

By State Partisan Leanings:

Democratic 0.005 0.740 -0.012 0.756 -0.012 0.593 0.037 0.227

(0.014) (0.037) (0.021) (0.030)

Neither 0.018 0.131 -0.017 0.338 0.042 0.133 0.024 0.145

(0.011) (0.016) (0.026) (0.015)

Republican 0.025 0.226 0.060 0.013 0.021 0.536 0.060 0.115

(0.020) (0.022) (0.034) (0.036)

By Racial Composition:

Below Median Share of Minorities 0.014 0.313 0.020 0.480 0.035 0.114 0.018 0.260

(0.014) (0.027) (0.021) (0.015)

Above Median Share of Minorities 0.037 0.034 0.007 0.806 0.046 0.175 0.053 0.041

(0.017) (0.027) (0.033) (0.025)

By Educational Attainment:

Below Median Share of College Graduates 0.037 0.175 0.038 0.276 0.037 0.234 0.055 0.156

(0.026) (0.034) (0.031) (0.038)

Above Median Share of College Graduates 0.009 0.508 -0.014 0.590 0.009 0.709 0.005 0.729

(0.013) (0.025) (0.023) (0.015)

Table A.9: Sensitivity Analysis for the Impact of Political Advertising on Aggregate Turnout

2004 Election 2012 Election

Notes: Entries are coefficients and standard errors on φ in equation (1), estimated on various subsamples of the data. The outcome variable in each specification is voter turnout as percentage of 

counties' voting-aged population, while total presidential advertising is the independent variable of interest. All estimates are based on our sample of stacked border-pair counties, controlling for year-

specific border-pair fixed effects, the lagged dependent variable, and the full set of controls, as in column (6) of Table 3. Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors two-way clustered by state, and 

media market border and reported in parentheses. p -values for the null hypothesis of no effect of presidential advertising on turnout are reported next to each coefficient. As noted in the main text, 

when we downweigh stacked observations, we weigh each county-year observation by the inverse of the number of times that it appears in our sample of stacked border-county pairs. For precise 

definitions and the sources of all variables, see the Data Appendix.

Pooled 2008 Election



(1) (2) (3)

Difference between Democratic and  1.573**  0.295    0.300   

Republican Imps. per Cap. (÷10) (0.461) (0.188) (0.191)

Fixed Effects:

County No Yes Yes

Year No Yes Yes

Border Pair × Year No No No

Controls:

Baseline Controls No No Yes

Lagged Dependent Variable No No No

All All All

Counties Counties Counties

R
2 0.014 0.966 0.970

Number of Observations 8,260 8,260 8,260

Notes:  Entries are coefficients and standard errors from estimating φ in equation (1) by ordinary least 

squares. The outcome variable in all specifications is the partisan difference in two-party presidential vote 

shares (in percentage points), with larger values indicating more votes for the Democratic candidate. The 

independent variable of interest is the partisan difference in presidential advertising (in impressions per 

capita), defined as the difference between advertising in support of the Democratic candidate and that for his 

Republican competitor. The estimates in this table are based on the sample of all U.S. counties with available 

advertising measures. The set of included controls and fixed effects varies across columns. Our set set of 

baseline controls includes all covariates shown in Table 2, as well as partisan differences in candidate visits 

and nonpresidential advertising. Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors are two-way clustered by state and 

media market border, and reported in parentheses. ** and * denote statistical significance at the 1%- and 5%-

levels, respectively.

Table A.10: Correlation between Political Advertising on Two-Party Vote Shares, Full Sample

Partisan Difference in Presidential Two-Party Vote 

Shares

Sample



Coefficient p -value Coefficient p -value Coefficient p -value Coefficient p -value

Baseline 0.304 0.000 0.127 0.306 0.360 0.000 0.262 0.001

(0.041) (0.122) (0.064) (0.074)

Downweighting Stacked Observations 0.286 0.000 0.149 0.273 0.332 0.000 0.242 0.003

(0.047) (0.134) (0.072) (0.076)

County Pairs in Same Congressional District:

> 80% of Each County's Area 0.319 0.000 0.154 0.371 0.392 0.000 0.273 0.001

(0.058) (0.170) (0.085) (0.075)

> 90% of Each County's Area 0.321 0.000 0.158 0.367 0.381 0.000 0.292 0.001

(0.058) (0.172) (0.088) (0.079)

> 95% of Each County's Area 0.323 0.000 0.164 0.348 0.386 0.000 0.290 0.001

(0.059) (0.172) (0.088) (0.080)

> 99% of Each County's Area 0.323 0.000 0.159 0.330 0.383 0.000 0.292 0.001

(0.058) (0.161) (0.088) (0.079)

By Population Share of Media Market:

< 15% 0.316 0.000 0.143 0.228 0.362 0.000 0.270 0.001

(0.039) (0.117) (0.064) (0.072)

< 10% 0.328 0.000 0.181 0.130 0.367 0.000 0.275 0.001

(0.039) (0.117) (0.064) (0.073)

< 5% 0.350 0.000 0.193 0.115 0.411 0.000 0.242 0.002

(0.046) (0.120) (0.068) (0.073)

< 2% 0.389 0.000 0.345 0.055 0.440 0.000 0.291 0.007

(0.058) (0.174) (0.089) (0.103)

Alternative Advertising Measures:

Total Number of Ads (in 1,000s) 0.504 0.000 0.305 0.421 0.669 0.000 0.346 0.000

(0.082) (0.375) (0.119) (0.089)

Number of Unique Ads 0.111 0.000 0.114 0.014 0.138 0.000 0.063 0.090

(0.021) (0.044) (0.029) (0.036)

Gross Rating Points (÷1,000) 0.291 0.000 0.118 0.323 0.342 0.000 0.257 0.001

(0.041) (0.118) (0.063) (0.074)

Imps. per Cap. within 180 Days Before Election (÷10) 0.197 0.000 0.141 0.129 0.309 0.000 0.108 0.043

(0.038) (0.091) (0.058) (0.052)

Imps. per Cap. within 120 Days Before Election (÷10) 0.215 0.000 0.140 0.143 0.313 0.000 0.121 0.032

(0.038) (0.093) (0.063) (0.055)

Imps. per Cap. within 30 Days Before Election (÷10) 0.242 0.002 0.107 0.531 0.314 0.020 0.139 0.344

(0.076) (0.169) (0.130) (0.145)

Imps. per Cap. for Viewers Age 2 and Older  (÷10) 0.381 0.000 0.154 0.320 0.453 0.000 0.329 0.001

(0.052) (0.153) (0.080) (0.093)

Imps. per Cap. incl. Nat'l Ads ( ÷10, 2008 & 2012 only) -- -- -- -- 0.355 0.000 0.242 0.001

-- -- (0.064) (0.071)

By Battleground Status:

Battleground State 0.281 0.000 0.147 0.260 0.342 0.000 0.260 0.007

(0.045) (0.126) (0.062) (0.087)

Non-battleground State 0.349 0.000 0.226 0.346 0.349 0.008 0.335 0.000

(0.073) (0.234) (0.122) (0.077)

By State Partisan Leanings:

Democratic 0.178 0.078 0.460 0.471 0.133 0.255 0.328 0.272

(0.095) (0.611) (0.112) (0.287)

Neither 0.349 0.000 0.187 0.257 0.386 0.001 0.344 0.024

(0.067) (0.141) (0.089) (0.127)

Republican 0.313 0.000 0.151 0.304 0.538 0.001 0.246 0.001

(0.075) (0.143) (0.145) (0.066)

By Racial Composition:

Below Median Share of Minorities 0.357 0.000 0.293 0.031 0.444 0.000 0.151 0.133

(0.059) (0.127) (0.091) (0.098)

Above Median Share of Minorities 0.234 0.007 0.064 0.853 0.260 0.020 0.284 0.044

(0.083) (0.341) (0.107) (0.136)

By Educational Attainment:

Below Median Share of College Graduates 0.436 0.000 0.374 0.119 0.550 0.000 0.236 0.008

(0.081) (0.231) (0.108) (0.083)

Above Median Share of College Graduates 0.231 0.001 0.138 0.313 0.190 0.008 0.299 0.011

(0.063) (0.134) (0.068) (0.113)

Table A.11: Sensitivity Analysis for the Effect of Partisan Differences in Political Advertising on Partisan Differences in Two-Party Vote Shares

Pooled 2004 Election 2012 Election

Notes:  Entries are coefficients and standard errors on φ in equation (1), estimated on various subsamples of the data. The outcome variable in each specification is the partisan difference in two-

party vote shares (in percentage points), while the partisan difference in presidential advertising is the independent variable of interest. All estimates are based on our sample of stacked border-pair 

counties, controlling for year-specific border-pair fixed effects, the lagged dependent variable, and the full set of controls, as in column (6) of Table 4. Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors are 

two-way clustered by state and media market border, and reported in parentheses. p -values for the null hypothesis of no effect of partisan differences in advertising are reported next to each 

coefficient. As noted in the main text, when we downweigh stacked observations, we weigh each county-year observation by the inverse of the number of times that it appears in our sample of 

stacked border-county pairs. For precise definitions and the sources of all variables, see the Data Appendix.

2008 Election



Presidential Impressions per Capita (÷10)  -0.087    0.015    0.015    0.014    0.016    0.011   

(0.055) (0.009) (0.009) (0.011) (0.011) (0.008)

Difference Between Democratic and  0.269    0.283**  0.289**  0.284**  0.282**  0.240**

Republican Imps. per Cap. (÷10) (0.211) (0.040) (0.041) (0.039) (0.041) (0.049)

Border Pair × Year Fixed Effect No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Controls:

Baseline Controls Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes No No No

Lagged Dependent Variable Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes No No No

Baseline Controls × State No No No Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes

Baseline Controls × Year No No No No No Yes No No No No No Yes

Lagged Dependent Variable × State No No No Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes

Lagged Dependent Variable × Year No No No No No Yes No No No No No Yes

Lagged Dependent Variable Interacted with Controls No No No No Yes Yes No No No No Yes Yes

Pairwise Interactions of Baseline Controls No No No No No Yes No No No No No Yes

Border Border Border Border Border Border Border Border Border Border Border Border

Counties Counties Counties Counties Counties Counties Counties Counties Counties Counties Counties Counties

R
2

-- 0.970 0.961 0.962 0.963 -- -- 0.993 0.990 0.990 0.990 --

Number of Observations 6,861 11,848 11,848 11,848 11,848 11,848 6,025 11,848 11,848 11,848 11,848 11,848

Table A.12: Additional Robustness Checks

Turnout Partisan Difference in Two-Party Vote Shares

Matching
Inv. Prob. 

Weights
Entropy 

Weighted
OLS OLS LASSO Matching

Notes:  Entries are coefficients and standard errors from estimating φ in equation (1) using different estimators, weighting schemes, and sets of controls. For a description of each specification, see Appendix D. For the 

matching estimators, we restrict the sample to counties in states for which there are at least five observations above and below the state-year specific median in the respective measure of advertising. This explains why the 

number of observations is lower than in the remaining columns, and why it differs across implementations of the matching estimator. ** and * denote statistical significance at the 1%- and 5%-levels, respectively.

Inv. Prob. 

Weights
Entropy 

Weighted
OLS OLS LASSO

Sample



Dependent Variable: Years Registered at Current Address

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear -0.092 0.080 -0.082 0.028

(0.083) (0.079) (0.081) (0.095)

Quadratic -0.029 -0.103 0.059 0.064

(0.121) (0.082) (0.091) (0.088)

Cubic 0.094 -0.093 0.028 0.004

(0.126) (0.110) (0.080) (0.088)

Quartic 0.020 -0.028 0.013 -0.030

(0.132) (0.123) (0.086) (0.088)

Number of Observations 404,926 843,162 5,651,900 --

Notes:  Entries are estimates of the across-media market border discontinuity in how many years voters have 

been registered at their current address. The sample is limited to registered voters who are not missing 

information on the date of registration. As in the main text, the running variable is voters' distance to the 

nearest within-state media market border. All estimates are based on local polynomial regressions using a 

rectangular kernel. The order of the local polynomial is given on the left of each row, while the respective 

bandwidth is indicated at the top of each column. The rightmost column uses 10-fold cross-validation for 

bandwidth selection, with the holdout sample consisting of observations that lie within 3km of a media 

market border. To account for unobserved spatial heterogeneity, every specification includes fixed effects for 

individual border segments of up to 10km length. Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors are clustered by 

media market border and reported in parentheses. ** and * denote statistical significance at the 1%- and 5%-

levels, respectively.

Table A.13: Testing for Discontinuities in Voters' Observable Characteristics (I/IV)

Bandwidth (in meters)



Dependent Variable: Age

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear -0.115 0.057 -0.089 0.062

(0.128) (0.110) (0.094) (0.088)

Quadratic -0.161 -0.091 0.112 0.149

(0.187) (0.139) (0.102) (0.107)

Cubic -0.031 -0.090 0.142 0.087

(0.214) (0.192) (0.117) (0.117)

Quartic -0.016 -0.005 0.090 -0.021

(0.232) (0.210) (0.128) (0.142)

Number of Observations 365,059 764,122 5,196,490 --

Notes:  Entries are estimates of the across-media market border discontinuity in voters' age. The sample is 

limited to registered voters who are not missing information on date of birth. As in the main text, the running 

variable is voters' distance to the nearest within-state media market border. All estimates are based on local 

polynomial regressions using a rectangular kernel. The order of the local polynomial is given on the left of 

each row, while the respective bandwidth is indicated at the top of each column. The rightmost column uses 

10-fold cross-validation for bandwidth selection, with the holdout sample consisting of observations that lie 

within 3km of a media market border. To account for unobserved spatial heterogeneity, every specification 

includes fixed effects for individual border segments of up to 10km length. Heteroskedasticity robust 

standard errors are clustered by media market border and reported in parentheses. ** and * denote statistical 

significance at the 1%- and 5%-levels, respectively.

Table A.14: Testing for Discontinuities in Voters' Observable Characteristics (II/IV)

Bandwidth (in meters)



Dependent Variable: Female

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

(0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000)

Quadratic 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000

(0.003) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)

Cubic 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001

(0.003) (0.003) (0.001) (0.001)

Quartic 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.001

(0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.001)

Number of Observations 285,251 606,409 4,122,873 --

Notes:  Entries are estimates of the across-media market border discontinuity in voters' gender. The sample is 

limited to registered voters who are not missing information on gender. As in the main text, the running 

variable is voters' distance to the nearest within-state media market border. All estimates are based on local 

polynomial regressions using a rectangular kernel. The order of the local polynomial is given on the left of 

each row, while the respective bandwidth is indicated at the top of each column. The rightmost column uses 

10-fold cross-validation for bandwidth selection, with the holdout sample consisting of observations that lie 

within 3km of a media market border. To account for unobserved spatial heterogeneity, every specification 

includes fixed effects for individual border segments of up to 10km length. Heteroskedasticity robust 

standard errors are clustered by media market border and reported in parentheses. ** and * denote statistical 

significance at the 1%- and 5%-levels, respectively.

Table A.15: Testing for Discontinuities in Voters' Observable Characteristics (III/IV)

Bandwidth (in meters)



Dependent Variable: Registered Partisan

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.001 -0.001 0.000 -0.002

(0.003) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002)

Quadratic 0.001 0.002 -0.003 -0.002

(0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002)

Cubic 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000

(0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002)

Quartic 0.001 -0.001 0.000 0.000

(0.004) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002)

Number of Observations 405,833 845,064 5,667,868 --

Dependent Variable: Registered Democrat (Conditional on Registering with either Party)

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.007 0.001 -0.002 -0.002

(0.005) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003)

Quadratic 0.009 0.005 -0.003 -0.001

(0.007) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004)

Cubic 0.013 0.008 -0.002 0.001

(0.008) (0.006) (0.004) (0.004)

Quartic 0.015 0.007 0.001 0.004

(0.009) (0.007) (0.004) (0.005)

Number of Observations 214,950 461,645 3,198,904 --

Table A.16: Testing for Discontinuities in Voters' Observable Characteristics (IV/IV)

Bandwidth (in meters)

Notes:  Entries are estimates of the across-media market border discontinuity in voters' party affilation. The 

outcome in the upper panel is an indicator for whether a voter is registered with either of the two major 

parties. The outcome in the lower panel is an indicator for whether a voter is a registered Democrat, 

conditional on being affiliated with either the Democratic or Republican Party. As in the main text, the 

running variable is voters' distance to the nearest within-state media market border. All estimates are based on 

local polynomial regressions using a rectangular kernel. The order of the local polynomial is given on the left 

of each row, while the respective bandwidth is indicated at the top of each column. The rightmost column 

uses 10-fold cross-validation for bandwidth selection, with the holdout sample consisting of observations that 

lie within 3km of a media market border. To account for unobserved spatial heterogeneity, every 

specification includes fixed effects for individual border segments of up to 10km length. Heteroskedasticity 

robust standard errors are clustered by media market border and reported in parentheses. ** and * denote 

statistical significance at the 1%- and 5%-levels, respectively.

Bandwidth (in meters)



A. Partisan Difference in Turnout: Previous Primary

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.003 0.011 0.008 0.009

(0.009) (0.007) (0.005) (0.005)

Quadratic 0.010 0.008 0.008 0.007

(0.011) (0.009) (0.006) (0.006)

Cubic 0.004 0.000 0.008 0.009

(0.011) (0.011) (0.007) (0.007)

Quartic -0.005 0.006 0.010 0.009

(0.011) (0.011) (0.007) (0.007)

Number of Observations 214,950 461,645 3,198,904 --

A. Partisan Difference in Turnout: Next Midterm Election

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.007 0.006 -0.002 -0.003

(0.009) (0.009) (0.007) (0.007)

Quadratic 0.009 0.012 -0.003 -0.001

(0.013) (0.009) (0.006) (0.006)

Cubic 0.007 0.008 0.001 -0.001

(0.015) (0.011) (0.007) (0.007)

Quartic 0.005 0.006 0.001 0.005

(0.015) (0.012) (0.007) (0.008)

Number of Observations 214,950 461,645 3,198,904 --

Table A.17: Placebo Estimates for Discontinuities in Turnout in Other Elections

Bandwidth (in meters)

Bandwidth (in meters)

Notes:  Entries are placebo estimates of the discontinuity partisan differences in turnout in the previous 

primary (upper panel) and the following midterm election (lower panel). As in the main text, the running 

variable is voters' distance to the nearest within-state media market border. All estimates are based on local 

polynomial regressions using a rectangular kernel. The order of the local polynomial is given on the left of 

each row, while the respective bandwidth is indicated at the top of each column. The rightmost column uses 

10-fold cross-validation for bandwidth selection, with the holdout sample consisting of all supporters of the 

respective party who live within 3km of a media market border. To account for unobserved spatial 

heterogeneity, every specification includes fixed effects for individual border segments of up to 10km length. 

Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors are clustered by media market border and reported in parentheses. 

** and * denote statistical significance at the 1%- and 5%-levels, respectively.



Dependent Variable: Partisan Difference in Non-Presidential Political Advertising

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.249 0.206 0.259 0.220

(0.377) (0.426) (0.435) (0.437)

Quadratic 0.276 0.266 0.214 0.251

(0.321) (0.350) (0.421) (0.432)

Cubic 0.233 0.240 0.253 0.224

(0.323) (0.320) (0.426) (0.386)

Quartic 0.222 0.211 0.251 0.279

(0.334) (0.315) (0.401) (0.337)

Number of Observations 405,833 845,064 5,667,868 --

Notes:  Entries are estimates of the across-media market discontinuity in the partisan gap in non -presidential 

advertising. As in the main text, the running variable is voters' distance to the nearest within-state media market border. 

All estimates are based on local polynomial regressions using a rectangular kernel. The order of the local polynomial is 

given on the left of each row, while the respective bandwidth is indicated at the top of each column. The rightmost 

column uses 10-fold cross-validation for bandwidth selection, with the holdout sample consisting of observations that 

lie within 3km of a media market border. To account for unobserved spatial heterogeneity, every specification includes 

fixed effects for individual border segments of up to 10km length. Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors are 

clustered by media market border and reported in parentheses. ** and * denote statistical significance at the 1%- and 

5%-levels, respectively.

Table A.18: Testing for Discontinuities in Non-Presidential Political Advertising

Bandwidth (in meters)



Dependent Variable: Newspaper Circulation per Household

Local Polynomial 2,500 5,000 7,500 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.002 -0.007 -0.004 -0.003

(0.017) (0.014) (0.009) (0.005)

Quadratic 0.034 -0.002 0.001 -0.005

(0.043) (0.017) (0.014) (0.009)

Cubic 0.019 0.016 0.013 -0.003

(0.054) (0.023) (0.015) (0.013)

Quartic 0.036 0.021 0.016 0.006

(0.061) (0.033) (0.021) (0.013)

Number of Observations 1,268 3,941 7,175 --

Table A.19: Testing for Discontinuities in Newspapers' Readership

Bandwidth (in meters)

Notes:  Entries are estimates of the across-media market discontinuity in newspapers' circulation. Information on 

newspapers' circulation by ZIP code comes from the Alliance for Audited Media. The running variable is the distance 

from a ZIP code's centroid to the nearest within-state media market border. All estimates are based on local polynomial 

regressions using a rectangular kernel. The order of the local polynomial is given on the left of each row, while the 

respective bandwidth is indicated at the top of each column. The rightmost column uses 10-fold cross-validation for 

bandwidth selection, with the holdout sample consisting of newspaper-ZIP code observations for which the ZIP code 

centroid lies within less than 3km of a media market border. To account for unobserved spatial heterogeneity, every 

specification includes a newspaper-media market border fixed effect. Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors are 

clustered by media market border and reported in parentheses. ** and * denote statistical significance at the 1%- and 

5%-levels, respectively.



Dependent Variable: Log School District Expenditures per Student

Local Polynomial 5,000 10,000 15,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.009 0.022 0.014 0.012

(0.032) (0.019) (0.015) (0.010)

Quadratic 0.009 0.014 0.010 0.006

(0.047) (0.030) (0.023) (0.015)

Cubic 0.049 0.035 0.028 -0.003

(0.054) (0.040) (0.034) (0.021)

Quartic 0.013 -0.010 0.032 0.016

(0.074) (0.052) (0.041) (0.029)

Number of Observations 862 2,490 4,268 --

Table A.20: Testing for Discontinuities in School Districts' Expenditures

Bandwidth (in meters)

Notes:  Entries are estimates of the across-media market discontinuity in local school districts' total expenditures per 

student. Information on school expenditures comes from the National Center for Education Statistics Common Core of 

Data School Finance Survey for the 2009-10 school year. The running variable is the distance from a school district's 

centroid to the nearest within-state media market border. All estimates are based on local polynomial regressions using 

a rectangular kernel. The order of the local polynomial is given on the left of each row, while the respective bandwidth 

is indicated at the top of each column. The rightmost column uses 10-fold cross-validation for bandwidth selection, 

with the holdout sample consisting of school districts whose centroid lies within less than 3km of a media market 

border. To account for unobserved heterogeneity across space and district type, every specification includes a media 

market border fixed effect as well as a fixed effect for district type, i.e., "elementary," "secondary," or "combined." 

Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors are clustered by media market border and reported in parentheses. ** and * 

denote statistical significance at the 1%- and 5%-levels, respectively.



Dependent Variable: Log Assessed Value

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear -0.048 -0.062 -0.043 -0.018

(0.034) (0.040) (0.088) (0.104)

Quadratic -0.012 -0.046 -0.011 -0.006

(0.036) (0.035) (0.111) (0.063)

Cubic -0.034 -0.022 -0.001 -0.014

(0.035) (0.034) (0.064) (0.078)

Quartic -0.026 -0.020 -0.018 -0.041

(0.037) (0.039) (0.066) (0.055)

Number of Observations 268,304 568,773 3,263,919 --

Table A.21: Testing for Discontinuities in Real Estate Prices

Bandwidth (in meters)

Notes:  Entries are estimates of the across-media market discontinuity in real estate prices. Information on real estate 

values comes from CoreLogic, which collects this information from property tax assessments by county assessors and 

other sources. The running variable is the distance to the nearest within-state media market border. All estimates are 

based on local polynomial regressions using a rectangular kernel. The order of the local polynomial is given on the left 

of each row, while the respective bandwidth is indicated at the top of each column. The rightmost column uses 10-fold 

cross-validation for bandwidth selection, with the holdout sample consisting of units that lie within 3km of a media 

market border. To account for unobserved heterogeneity across space and district type, every specification includes a 

media market border fixed effect. Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors are clustered by media market border and 

reported in parentheses. ** and * denote statistical significance at the 1%- and 5%-levels, respectively.



A. Turnout among Registered Democrats

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.012* 0.014** 0.014** 0.016**

(0.005) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003)

Quadratic 0.007 0.008 0.019** 0.019**

(0.007) (0.006) (0.004) (0.004)

Cubic 0.010 0.008 0.016** 0.014**

(0.009) (0.007) (0.004) (0.004)

Quartic 0.003 0.004 0.014** 0.015**

(0.010) (0.008) (0.004) (0.005)

Number of Observations 108,518 235,992 1,663,993 --

B. Turnout among Registered Republicans

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.001 -0.001 -0.003 -0.003

(0.007) (0.005) (0.003) (0.003)

Quadratic -0.006 -0.001 0.000 0.000

(0.008) (0.007) (0.004) (0.004)

Cubic -0.013 -0.003 -0.002 -0.003

(0.009) (0.008) (0.005) (0.005)

Quartic -0.015 -0.009 -0.005 -0.006

(0.009) (0.008) (0.005) (0.005)

Number of Observations 106,432 225,653 1,534,911 --

Table A.22: Discontinuities in Turnout among Partisans, by Party Affiliation

Bandwidth (in meters)

Bandwidth (in meters)

Notes:  Entries are estimates of the discontinuity in turnout for a particular group of partisans only. As 

explained in the main text, the running variable is voters' distance to the nearest within-state media market 

border. All estimates are based on local polynomial regressions using a rectangular kernel. The order of the 

local polynomial is given on the left of each row, while the respective bandwidth is indicated at the top of 

each column. The rightmost column uses 10-fold cross-validation for bandwidth selection, with the holdout 

sample consisting of all supporters of the respective party who live within 3km of a media market border. To 

account for unobserved spatial heterogeneity, every specification includes fixed effects for individual border 

segments of up to 10km length. Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors are clustered by media market 

border and reported in parentheses. ** and * denote statistical significance at the 1%- and 5%-levels, 

respectively.



A. Wald Estimates for 2008

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.007 0.006 0.005 0.005

(0.005) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003)

Quadratic 0.011 0.007 0.008* 0.008*

(0.006) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004)

Cubic 0.015* 0.010 0.008* 0.008

(0.007) (0.006) (0.004) (0.004)

Quartic 0.016* 0.010 0.007 0.008

(0.007) (0.006) (0.004) (0.004)

Number of Observations 110,780 234,121 1,643,094 --

B. Wald Estimates for 2012

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.002 0.007 0.010 0.010

(0.008) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Quadratic -0.001 0.000 0.008 0.007

(0.013) (0.008) (0.006) (0.006)

Cubic 0.005 -0.003 0.006 0.008

(0.015) (0.011) (0.006) (0.006)

Quartic -0.004 0.001 0.011 0.012

(0.017) (0.015) (0.007) (0.008)

Number of Observations 104,170 227,524 1,555,810 --

Table A.23: Wald Estimates for the Impact of Partisan Differences in Advertising on Partisan Differences in 

Turnout, by Election

Bandwidth (in meters)

Bandwidth (in meters)

Notes:  Entries are Wald estimates for the impact of partisan differences in advertising on partisan differences 

in turnout in the 2008 (upper panel) and 2012 general elections (lower panel). As explained in the main text, 

the running variable is voters' distance to the nearest within-state media market border. All estimates are 

based on local polynomial regressions using a rectangular kernel. The order of the local polynomial is given 

on the left of each row, while the respective bandwidth is indicated at the top of each column. The rightmost 

column uses 10-fold cross-validation for bandwidth selection, with the holdout sample consisting of all 

supporters of the respective party who live within 3km of a media market border. To account for unobserved 

spatial heterogeneity, every specification includes fixed effects for individual border segments of up to 10km 

length. Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors are clustered by media market border and reported in 

parentheses. ** and * denote statistical significance at the 1%- and 5%-levels, respectively.



A. Partisan Difference in Political Advertising across Media Market Borders

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 21.715** 22.832** 24.887** 24.547**

(3.352) (3.687) (3.815) (3.696)

Quadratic 20.059** 21.203** 23.732** 23.236**

(2.481) (3.069) (3.426) (3.528)

Cubic 19.674** 20.514** 23.132** 21.777**

(2.311) (2.592) (3.512) (3.307)

Quartic 18.602** 19.523** 21.839** 20.577**

(2.287) (2.228) (3.300) (2.802)

Number of Observations 214,950 461,645 3,198,904 --

B. Difference in Total Political Advertising across Media Market Borders

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 66.383** 68.707** 75.695** 73.591**

(7.282) (7.182) (10.047) (9.061)

Quadratic 65.706** 66.504** 71.281** 70.035**

(7.564) (7.089) (8.047) (7.215)

Cubic 64.905** 65.633** 70.604** 67.676**

(7.723) (7.297) (7.070) (6.689)

Quartic 62.691** 64.751** 67.450** 65.368**

(7.913) (7.508) (6.694) (6.479)

Number of Observations 405,833 845,064 5,667,868 --

Table A.24: First Stage of the Wald Estimators

Bandwidth (in meters)

Bandwidth (in meters)

Notes:  Entries in the upper panel are estimates of the discontinuity in partisan differences in political 

advertising across media market borders. Larger values indicate more advertising in support of the 

Democratic candidate relative to his Republicans opponent. Entries in the lower panel are estimates of 

differences in total political advertising across media market borders. The running variable is voters' distance 

to the nearest within-state media market border. In the upper panel, we assign negative values to individuals 

who live in a media market in which the partisan difference in presidential advertising is lower than in the 

neighboring one. In the lower panel, assignment to either side of the border is based on total presidential 

advertising. All estimates are based on local polynomial regressions using a rectangular kernel. The order of 

the local polynomial is given on the left of each row, while the respective bandwidth is indicated at the top of 

each column. The rightmost column uses 10-fold cross-validation for bandwidth selection, with the holdout 

sample consisting of observations that lie within 3km of a media market border. To account for unobserved 

spatial heterogeneity, every specification includes fixed effects for individual border segments of up to 10km 

length. Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors are clustered by media market border and reported in 

parentheses. ** and * denote statistical significance at the 1%- and 5%-levels, respectively.



A. Partisan Difference in Turnout across DMA Borders

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.009 0.014* 0.016** 0.016**

(0.009) (0.007) (0.003) (0.003)

Quadratic 0.010 0.006 0.018** 0.019**

(0.010) (0.009) (0.005) (0.006)

Cubic 0.019 0.007 0.018** 0.017**

(0.012) (0.010) (0.007) (0.006)

Quartic 0.015 0.009 0.018* 0.018*

(0.012) (0.011) (0.007) (0.007)

Number of Observations 214,950 461,645 3,198,904 --

B. Wald Estimator

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.004 0.006 0.006** 0.006**

(0.004) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002)

Quadratic 0.005 0.003 0.008** 0.008**

(0.005) (0.042) (0.029) (0.030)

Cubic 0.010 0.004 0.008* 0.007*

(0.006) (0.005) (0.004) (0.003)

Quartic 0.008 0.005 0.008* 0.008*

(0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.004)

Number of Observations 214,950 461,645 3,198,904 --

Table A.25: RD Estimates Controlling for Non-Presidential Political Advertising and Voters' Observable 

Characteristics

Bandwidth (in meters)

Bandwidth (in meters)

Notes:  Entries in the upper panel are estimates of the discontinuity in the partisan difference in turnout across 

media market borders, i.e., τ in equation (4). Larger values indicate an increase in turnout of registered 

Democrats relative to registered Republicans. The lower panel displays Wald estimates of the impact of 

partisan differences in political advertising on partisan differences in turnout (cf. equation (3)). All Wald 

estimates have been scaled so that the coefficients refer to the impact of 10 impressions per capita. As 

explained in the main text, the running variable is voters' distance to the nearest within-state media market 

border. All estimates are based on local polynomial regressions using a rectangular kernel. The order of the 

local polynomial is given on the left of each row, while the respective bandwidth is indicated at the top of 

each column. The rightmost column uses 10-fold cross-validation for bandwidth selection, with the holdout 

sample consisting of observations that lie within 3km of a media market border. Following Imbens and 

Lemieux (2008), we use the optimally chosen bandwidth for the outcome equation in both panels. To account 

for unobserved spatial heterogeneity, every specification includes party-specific fixed effects for individual 

border segments of up to 10km length. Further, all specifications control for non-presidential political 

advertising, voters' age, gender, the number of years an individual has been registered at her address, as well 

as indicator variables for missing values on each covariate. Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors are 

clustered by media market border and reported in parentheses. ** and * denote statistical significance at the 

1%- and 5%-levels, respectively.



A. Partisan Difference in Turnout across DMA Borders

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.011 0.015* 0.017** 0.017**

(0.009) (0.007) (0.004) (0.003)

Quadratic 0.014 0.011 0.019** 0.020**

(0.011) (0.009) (0.005) (0.006)

Cubic 0.022 0.012 0.019** 0.018**

(0.012) (0.011) (0.007) (0.007)

Quartic 0.017 0.013 0.019** 0.019**

(0.012) (0.011) (0.007) (0.007)

Number of Observations 198,554 420,613 2,722,785 --

B. Wald Estimator

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.005 0.007 0.007** 0.007**

(0.005) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002)

Quadratic 0.007 0.005 0.008** 0.008*

(0.005) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003)

Cubic 0.011 0.006 0.008* 0.008*

(0.006) (0.053) (0.036) (0.034)

Quartic 0.009 0.006 0.008* 0.009*

(0.006) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004)

Number of Observations 198,554 420,613 2,722,785 --

Table A.26: RD Estimates for Street Address Level-Matched Observations Only

Bandwidth (in meters)

Bandwidth (in meters)

Notes: Entries in the upper panel are estimates of the discontinuity in the partisan difference in turnout across 

media market borders, i.e., τ in equation (4).  The sample is limited to registered Democrats and Republicans 

for whom our geocoding procedure is able to locate the exact street address. The lower panel displays Wald 

estimates of the impact of partisan differences in political advertising on partisan differences in turnout (cf. 

equation (3)). All Wald estimates have been scaled so that the coefficients refer to the impact of 10 

impressions per capita. As explained in the main text, the running variable is voters' distance to the nearest 

within-state media market border. All estimates are based on local polynomial regressions using a rectangular 

kernel. The order of the local polynomial is given on the left of each row, while the respective bandwidth is 

indicated at the top of each column. The rightmost column uses 10-fold cross-validation for bandwidth 

selection, with the holdout sample consisting of observations that lie within 3km of a media market border. 

Following Imbens and Lemieux (2008), we use the optimally chosen bandwidth for the outcome equation in 

both panels. To account for unobserved spatial heterogeneity, every specification includes party-specific 

fixed effects for individual border segments of up to 10km length. Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors 

are clustered by media market border and reported in parentheses. ** and * denote statistical significance at 

the 1%- and 5%-levels, respectively.



A. Partisan Difference in Turnout across DMA Borders

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.013 0.014* 0.015** 0.016**

(0.010) (0.007) (0.004) (0.004)

Quadratic 0.014 0.007 0.017** 0.017**

(0.011) (0.009) (0.005) (0.006)

Cubic 0.021 0.009 0.017* 0.017**

(0.012) (0.011) (0.007) (0.006)

Quartic 0.016 0.009 0.018** 0.019*

(0.012) (0.011) (0.007) (0.007)

Number of Observations 214,950 461,645 3,198,904 --

B. Wald Estimator

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.006 0.006 0.006** 0.007**

(0.005) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002)

Quadratic 0.007 0.003 0.007* 0.007*

(0.005) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003)

Cubic 0.010 0.004 0.007* 0.007*

(0.006) (0.005) (0.003) (0.003)

Quartic 0.008 0.004 0.008* 0.008*

(0.006) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004)

Number of Observations 214,950 461,645 3,198,904 --

Table A.27: RD Estimates Controlling for Congressional District × Border Segment Fixed Effects

Bandwidth (in meters)

Bandwidth (in meters)

Notes:  Entries in the upper panel are estimates of the discontinuity in the partisan difference in turnout across 

media market borders, i.e., τ in equation (4). Larger values indicate an increase in turnout of registered 

Democrats relative to registered Republicans. The lower panel displays Wald estimates of the impact of 

partisan differences in political advertising on partisan differences in turnout (cf. equation (3)). All Wald 

estimates have been scaled so that the coefficients refer to the impact of 10 impressions per capita. As 

explained in the main text, the running variable is voters' distance to the nearest within-state media market 

border. All estimates are based on local polynomial regressions using a rectangular kernel. The order of the 

local polynomial is given on the left of each row, while the respective bandwidth is indicated at the top of 

each column. The rightmost column uses 10-fold cross-validation for bandwidth selection, with the holdout 

sample consisting of observations that lie within 3km of a media market border. Following Imbens and 

Lemieux (2008), we use the optimally chosen bandwidth for the outcome equation in both panels. To account 

for unobserved spatial heterogeneity, every specification includes party-specific fixed effects for individual 

border segments of up to 10km length interacted with an indicator for the Congressional District in which a 

voter resides. Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors are clustered by media market border and reported in 

parentheses. ** and * denote statistical significance at the 1%- and 5%-levels, respectively.



A. Partisan Difference in Turnout across DMA Borders

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.014 0.016* 0.016** 0.017**

(0.009) (0.007) (0.003) (0.004)

Quadratic 0.015 0.010 0.019** 0.018**

(0.010) (0.008) (0.005) (0.006)

Cubic 0.026* 0.009 0.017** 0.018**

(0.012) (0.010) (0.007) (0.006)

Quartic 0.022 0.011 0.019** 0.020**

(0.012) (0.011) (0.007) (0.007)

Number of Observations 214,950 461,645 3,198,904 --

B. Wald Estimator

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.007 0.007* 0.007** 0.007**

(0.004) (0.004) (0.002) (0.002)

Quadratic 0.007 0.005 0.008** 0.007*

(0.005) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003)

Cubic 0.013* 0.005 0.007* 0.008*

(0.006) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004)

Quartic 0.011 0.006 0.009* 0.010*

(0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.004)

Number of Observations 214,950 461,645 3,198,904 --

Table A.28: RD Estimates Controlling for  Border Segment Fixed Effects of 20km Length

Bandwidth (in meters)

Bandwidth (in meters)

Notes:  Entries in the upper panel are estimates of the discontinuity in the partisan difference in turnout across 

media market borders. Larger values indicate an increase in turnout of registered Democrats relative to 

registered Republicans. The lower panel displays Wald estimates of the effect of partisan differences in 

political advertising on partisan differences in turnout. All Wald estimates have been scaled so that the 

coefficients refer to the impact of 10 impressions per capita. As explained in the main text, the running 

variable is voters' distance to the nearest within-state media market border. All estimates are based on local 

polynomial regressions using a rectangular kernel. The order of the local polynomial is given on the left of 

each row, while the respective bandwidth is indicated at the top of each column. The rightmost column uses 

10-fold cross-validation for bandwidth selection, with the holdout sample consisting of observations that lie 

within 3km of a media market border. Following Imbens and Lemieux (2008), we use the optimally chosen 

bandwidth for the outcome equation for the Wald estimator.  To account for unobserved spatial 

heterogeneity, every specification includes party-specific fixed effects for individual border segments of up to 

20km length. Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors are clustered by media market border and reported in 

parentheses. ** and * denote statistical significance at the 1%- and 5%-levels, respectively.



A. Wald Estimator for Partisan Differences in Political Advertising

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear 0.010 0.010 0.040 0.040

(0.016) (0.016) (0.032) (0.032)

Quadratic 0.020 0.011 0.037 0.038

(0.019) (0.017) (0.031) (0.032)

Cubic 0.026 0.014 0.034 0.034

(0.020) (0.018) (0.030) (0.030)

Quartic 0.019 0.026 0.037 0.039

(0.017) (0.020) (0.028) (0.029)

Number of Observations 50,657 112,883 715,004 --

B. Wald Estimator for Aggregate Turnout

Local Polynomial 500 1,000 5,000 10-fold C-V

Linear -0.003* -0.003* -0.003 -0.004

(0.001) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003)

Quadratic -0.002 -0.005* -0.005 -0.005

(0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003)

Cubic 0.000 -0.002 -0.003 -0.003

(0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003)

Quartic -0.001 0.000 -0.005 -0.004

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Number of Observations 91,112 196,702 1,190,533 --

Table A.29: RD Estimates of the Effect of  Political Advertising, Restricting Attention to Registered Voters 

in Counties with No Out-of-Market TV Stations on the FCC's Significantly Viewed List

Bandwidth (in meters)

Bandwidth (in meters)

Notes:  Entries are Wald estimates for the impact of partisan differences in advertising on partisan differences 

in turnout (upper panel) and the impact of total presidential advertising on turnout (lower panel). The sample 

in both panels is restricted to voters in counties with no out-of-market TV stations on the FCC's Significantly 

Viewed List. As in the main text, the running variable is voters' distance to the nearest within-state media 

market border. All estimates are based on local polynomial regressions using a rectangular kernel. The order 

of the local polynomial is given on the left of each row, while the respective bandwidth is indicated at the top 

of each column. The rightmost column uses 10-fold cross-validation for bandwidth selection, with the 

holdout sample consisting of all supporters of the respective party who live within 3km of a media market 

border. To account for unobserved spatial heterogeneity, every specification includes fixed effects for 

individual border segments of up to 10km length. Heteroskedasticity robust standard errors are clustered by 

media market border and reported in parentheses. ** and * denote statistical significance at the 1%- and 5%-

levels, respectively.
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