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Notes on constructing scales and measures used in the paper 

 

 Television exposure 

To construct the TV scale, we calculated an unweighted average of responses to all the TV viewing 

items in the CCES profile. These questions ask: in the past week, how frequently have you watched (1) 

national evening news, (2) early local news, (3) late local news, (4) newsmagazine show such as 60 

Minutes or Dateline, (5) sports news on ESPN or Fox Sports Channel, (6) late-night TV shows such as 

David Letterman and Jay Leno, (7) entertainment shows such as Entertainment Tonight or Access 

Hollywood, (8) Univision or some other Spanish-language TV network, and (9) PBS. Respondents could 

choose from four responses: not at all, once or twice, a few times, or almost every day. The scale has a 

reliability of .70. Since individuals are more likely to see candidates’ faces on ads across a variety of TV 

shows (news, sports, and entertainment), our scale includes all these items. As expected, using only the 

news items produces weaker results, possibly because news conveys information other than just candidates’ 

faces (reducing viewers need to use faces as a low-information heuristic). 

 Attitudes, ideology, and party ID 

The question about ideology reads: “One way that people talk about politics in the United States is 

in terms of left, right, and center, or liberal, conservative, and moderate. We would like to know how you 

view the parties and candidates using these terms. The scale below represents the ideological spectrum 

from very liberal (1) to very conservative (5). The most centrist American is exactly at the middle (3). 

Where would you place yourself on this line?” To address nonresponse on this question, we impute missing 

values with demographics. The question about Bush approval asks, “Do you approve or disapprove of the 

way George W. Bush is handling his job as president? Do you Approve/Disapprove strongly or 

Approve/Disapprove somewhat?” The question about the Iraq war asks, “Do you think it was a mistake to 

invade Iraq? Yes or No.”  
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 Political knowledge 

The political knowledge scale gives respondents a point for each of the following items: placing the 

parties, Senate candidates, and gubernatorial candidates correctly relative to each other on an ideology 

scale (that is, place the Democrat to the left of Republican); correctly reporting the party of both senators, 

the governor, and representative; placing the governor on the approval scale (as opposed to "don't know"); 

placing the governor on the feeling thermometer (as opposed to "don't know"); reporting that their senators 

voted consistent with their senators’ parties on abortion, stem cells, minimum wage, free trade, 

immigration, and Iraq. The maximum score was 21 points.  

 Candidate experience and education 

Spending advantage is from http://www.opensecrets.org/ for Senate candidates and from states’ 

Secretary of State websites for gubernatorial candidates. Cook ratings are from The Cook Political Report 

(cooktemp.dreamhosters.com.). 

For Experience advantage, we code one year of service in the Senate as worth 10 times a year’s 

service in the state legislature, four times a year’s service in a state-wide elected post below the level of 

governor (usually Lieutenant Governor or Attorney General) or as mayor of a city with a population over 

100,000 inhabitants), four times a year’s service as federal Representative, and one-half a year’s service as 

governor. (These proportions are based roughly on the relative number of such offices.) We assembled data 

on experience from a range of sources: candidate profiles and bios, news reports, and CVs compiled by 

employers of defeated or retired candidates; in all but two cases, we were able to account for every year in 

each candidate’s life between completion of their education and the election we analyzed, in order to ensure 

that we did not inadvertently omit any experience in office. (In these two cases, we were able to account for 

almost all of the candidates’ time since graduation.) Because gubernatorial and Senate candidates 

sometimes follow different career tracks (e.g., state attorney general for gubernatorial candidates), we 

explored alternative weighting schemes for gubernatorial candidates. We found, however, that these 

various weighting schemes produced similar results, with no improvement in predicting gubernatorial vote 

http://www.opensecrets.org/
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share. Of the various weighting schemes we explored, the one described above predicts vote share in both 

gubernatorial and Senate races. 

For Education advantage, we classified educational institutions into the following tiers: Ivy League 

institutions or their equivalents outside the northeast (such as Stanford); “near-Ivies” (such as Duke), liberal 

arts colleges, and the top state universities (such as the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill); 

second-tier state schools (such as North Carolina State); and community college or no college. If a 

candidate failed to graduate from one institution but later obtained a degree from another, we considered 

only the institution from which he received his degree. Where candidates went on to graduate school, we 

rated the highest caliber institution they attended at any level of study. Thus, if one student went to 

Princeton as an undergraduate and another student went to the University of North Carolina as an 

undergraduate but later obtained an MBA from the University of Pennsylvania, we considered the two 

candidates to have attained similarly high levels of educational achievement. If both candidates attended 

institutions of similar caliber (e.g., if both graduated from the University of Arkansas), but one went on to 

obtain a graduate degree and the other did not, we treated the former as better educated. Finally, if two 

candidates attended institutions of the same quality, but one received an award for academic achievement 

and the other did not, we considered the former to have a stronger educational background.  
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Descriptive statistics 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 Gubernatorial Senate 

 mean mean 

VARIABLES (sd) (sd) 

   

Vote (for Dem.) 0.55 0.55 

 (0.498) (0.497) 

TV 0.33 0.32 

 (0.183) (0.183) 

Appearance advantage 0.46 0.45 

 (0.196) (0.202) 

Partisan identification 0.52 0.52 

 (0.377) (0.376) 

Ideology 0.45 0.45 

 (0.237) (0.239) 

Bush approval 0.62 0.63 

 (0.407) (0.409) 

Iraq was a mistake? 0.58 0.59 

 (0.474) (0.474) 

   

Observations 10273 9980 
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More robustness checks (in addition to those in Table 3) 

 Low knowledge×Appearance advantage×TV 

Missing data imputation versus listwise deletion Gubernatorial Senate 

With and without the imputation of missing data on controls   

Main results (with imputation, same as Table 2, cols. 1 & 8) 0.54*   (n=10,273) 0.67*   (n=9,980) 

 (0.15) (0.18) 

Listwise deletion on controls 0.55*   (n=8,702) 0.50*   (n=8,574) 

 (0.20)  (0.19) 

Experience advantage with and without weights   

       Main results (with weighting, same as Table 2, cols. 3 & 10) 0.50* 0.48* 

 (0.18) (0.22) 

Without imputation of missing data on controls 0.54* 0.50* 

 (0.18)  (0.18) 

Note: * p<0.1. This table shows that the key triple interaction in this paper, Low knowledge×Appearance advantage×TV, survives more robustness checks. 

It extends the results in Table 3 of the paper. See the notes to Tables 1-3 for more details. Unstandardized regression (OLS) coefficients with robust 
standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. 
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Replication of Table 1 with probit instead of linear probability 

 DV: Gubernatorial vote (for Dem.) DV:  Senate vote (for Dem.) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Appearance advantage 0.13 -0.01    0.50 0.57    

 (0.33) (0.16)    (0.22) (0.16)    

   *High TV 0.09 0.47    0.28 0.58    

 (0.20) (0.22)    (0.14) (0.22)    

High TV 0.36 -0.10 -0.13 -0.48 -0.48 0.31 -0.11 -0.23 -0.47 -0.47 

 (0.11) (0.11) (0.12) (0.25) (0.25) (0.07) (0.11) (0.08) (0.15) (0.16) 

Low know.*Appearance   0.24 0.00 -0.87   0.72 0.91 0.15 

   (0.47) (0.63) (0.57)   (0.39) (0.51) (0.62) 

   *High TV   0.63 1.14 1.12   0.88 1.06 1.05 

   (0.23) (0.44) (0.45)   (0.25) (0.43) (0.46) 

Low mid know.*Appearance   0.29 0.28 -0.40   1.03 0.66 -0.28 

   (0.51) (0.55) (0.44)   (0.39) (0.40) (0.45) 

   *High TV   0.06 -0.10 -0.19   -0.30 -0.10 -0.04 

   (0.34) (0.48) (0.44)   (0.27) (0.38) (0.38) 

High mid know.*Appearance   0.39 -0.09 -0.74   0.66 0.73 -0.21 

   (0.45) (0.43) (0.39)   (0.36) (0.32) (0.54) 

   *High TV   -0.18 0.38 0.38   0.15 0.12 0.11 

   (0.36) (0.42) (0.42)   (0.24) (0.28) (0.29) 

High know.*Appearance   -0.39 -0.34 -1.14   -0.18 -0.03 -1.03 

   (0.33) (0.29) (0.42)   (0.33) (0.26) (0.60) 

   *High TV   -0.26 0.10 -0.03   -0.11 0.85 0.84 

   (0.26) (0.32) (0.31)   (0.33) (0.53) (0.57) 

Partisan identification  1.46  1.47 1.52  1.52  1.52 1.55 

  (0.08)  (0.11) (0.11)  (0.09)  (0.15) (0.14) 

Ideology  1.26  1.26 1.33  1.44  1.42 1.42 

  (0.13)  (0.18) (0.16)  (0.15)  (0.13) (0.14) 

Bush approval  1.33  1.33 1.33  1.39  1.37 1.41 

  (0.09)  (0.12) (0.12)  (0.10)  (0.11) (0.10) 

Iraq was a mistake?  0.36  0.37 0.40  0.54  0.55 0.57 

  (0.07)  (0.08) (0.09)  (0.07)  (0.07) (0.07) 

Incumbency     0.42     0.32 

     (0.08)     (0.11) 

Low mid knowledge  0.18 -0.18 0.09 -0.03  0.06 -0.35 0.12 0.18 

  (0.06) (0.19) (0.22) (0.23)  (0.06) (0.13) (0.20) (0.22) 

High mid knowledge  0.25 -0.25 0.20 0.05  0.17 -0.13 0.09 0.16 

  (0.06) (0.20) (0.22) (0.24)  (0.07) (0.18) (0.23) (0.25) 

High knowledge  0.27 0.08 0.28 0.23  0.06 0.04 0.33 0.39 

  (0.06) (0.19) (0.27) (0.28)  (0.06) (0.27) (0.26) (0.32) 

Low mid know.*High TV   0.45 0.51 0.55   0.75 0.59 0.56 

   (0.18) (0.35) (0.33)   (0.16) (0.23) (0.25) 

High mid know.*High TV   0.76 0.52 0.55   0.66 0.69 0.69 

   (0.22) (0.32) (0.33)   (0.12) (0.21) (0.23) 

High know.*High TV   0.87 0.73 0.82   0.97 0.41 0.46 

   (0.14) (0.29) (0.30)   (0.23) (0.28) (0.30) 

n 9325 9325 9325 9325 9325 9110 9110 9110 9110 9110 

LL -6276 -2934 -6223 -2918 -2795 -6060 -2425 -5988 -2405 -2334 

Note: See note 2 Table 1 for more details. This table shows television slightly exacerbates the effects of candidate image 

among all citizens, but especially among less informed respondents while controlling for Partisan identification, Ideology, 

and Bush approval. Probit with robust standard errors clustered at the state level. The sample sizes are slightly smaller for 

this table (then the OLS one) because we constructed it before imputing missing values on all the control variables. The 

results remain substantively identical when we do impute missing values. Source for voting and attitudinal data: 2006 

CCES. 
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Replication of part of Table 2 with probit instead of linear probability  

 DV: Gubernatorial vote (for Dem.) DV:  Senate vote (for Dem.) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Low know.*Appearance   -0.35  -0.90   -0.27  -0.06 

   (0.60)  (0.62)   (0.54)  (0.68) 

   * TV   1.29  1.22   0.92  0.83 

   (0.48)  (0.53)   (0.43)  (0.46) 

Low mid know.*Appearance   -0.05  -0.69   -0.09  -0.77 

   (0.46)  (0.43)   (0.40)  (0.39) 

   * TV   -0.24  -0.08   -0.41  0.23 

   (0.44)  (0.48)   (0.41)  (0.46) 

High mid know.*Appearance   -0.25  -0.59   0.40  0.38 

   (0.42)  (0.39)   (0.37)  (0.41) 

   * TV   0.33  0.23   -0.19  -0.37 

   (0.40)  (0.41)   (0.51)  (0.39) 

High know.*Appearance   -0.61  -0.87   0.10  0.75 

   (0.40)  (0.44)   (0.43)  (0.35) 

   * TV   -0.06  -0.10   0.17  -0.11 

   (0.40)  (0.41)   (0.63)  (0.67) 

Low know.*Experience 1.22  1.45   2.09  2.42   

 (0.32)  (0.52)   (0.96)  (1.01)   

   * TV 0.01  -0.24   1.14  0.46   

 (0.48)  (0.58)   (0.70)  (0.54)   

Low know.*Education  0.13 -0.18    1.04 0.53   

  (0.25) (0.29)    (0.48) (0.46)   

   * TV  -0.12 -0.29    1.06 0.64   

  (0.30) (0.26)    (0.42) (0.48)   

Low know.*Incumbency    0.32 0.43    0.40 0.41 

    (0.08) (0.11)    (0.14) (0.17) 

   * TV    0.10 -0.05    0.18 0.09 

    (0.11) (0.12)    (0.13) (0.12) 

n 9325 9325 9325 9325 9325 9110 9110 9110 9110 9110 

LL -2853 -2927 -2829 -2810 -2789 -2383 -2305 -2281 -2276 -2313 

Experience main & interactions X  X   X  X   

Education main & interactions  X X    X X   

Incumbency main & interactions    X X    X X 

TV  X X X X X X X X X X 

Knowledge quartiles X X X X X X X X X X 

TV*Know. Quartiles X X X X X X X X X X 

Attitude controls (e.g., PID) X X X X X X X X X X 

Note: This table shows that television consistently exacerbates the effects of Appearance among the bottom quartile in 

terms of political knowledge, but does not consistently privilege true quality, measured by Experience advantage and 

Education, or privilege incumbents. This is especially true for gubernatorial races; in Senate races, there is some evidence 

that television increases the effect of true quality among the less informed individuals. When the Appearance, Experience, 

and Education advantage interactions are included in the same models ((3) and (8)), only the interaction with Appearance is 

consistently large and statistically indistinguishable from zero. We include all main effects and double interactions that are 

components of the included triple interactions but only show those for low-knowledge (bottom quartile) individuals. None 

of the triple interactions were statistically significant for the other knowledge quartiles. Attitude controls include Partisan 

identification, Ideology, Bush approval, and attitudes about Iraq. OLS with robust standard errors clustered at the state 

level. The sample sizes are slightly smaller for this table (then the OLS one) because we constructed it before imputing 

missing values on all the control variables. Source for voting and attitudinal data: 2006 CCES.



Supporting Information 

 9 

 

Experience advantage and educational advantage on vote 

 

This figure shows the relationship between Experience advantage and Educational advantage, while controlling 

for attitudinal variables. 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 Senate vote Gubernatorial vote 

       

Experience advantage 0.40  0.15 0.23  0.15 

 (0.08)  (0.06) (0.06)  (0.07) 

Educational advantage  0.23 0.04  0.12 -0.00 

  (0.05) (0.04)  (0.05) (0.05) 

Partisan identification   0.32   0.35 

   (0.03)   (0.02) 

Ideology   0.21   0.20 

   (0.01)   (0.02) 

Bush approval   0.38   0.38 

   (0.02)   (0.02) 

Iraq a mistake?   0.24   0.19 

   (0.01)   (0.02) 

n 17792 17792 17792 17936 17936 17936 

R
2
 0.020 0.012 0.718 0.007 0.004 0.665 

SER 0.491 0.493 0.263 0.494 0.495 0.287 

OLS with standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. Source for voting and attitudinal data: 2006 CCES. 
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Full results for Table 2 estimates for gubernatorial candidates 

DV: Vote intent (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

       

TV -0.23 -0.11 -0.10 -0.11 -0.22 0.40 

 (0.12) (0.08) (0.08) (0.10) (0.10) (0.26) 

Low know.*Appearance -0.04 -0.13 -0.07 -0.22 -0.16 -0.16 

 (0.08) (0.11) (0.12) (0.11) (0.10) (0.10) 

   * TV 0.53 0.50 0.61 0.38 0.43 0.35 

 (0.18) (0.18) (0.16) (0.21) (0.18) (0.24) 

Low mid know.*Appearance 0.07 0.02 0.04 -0.04 -0.00 0.03 

 (0.06) (0.07) (0.07) (0.08) (0.07) (0.07) 

   * TV -0.12 -0.24 -0.16 -0.24 -0.19 -0.33 

 (0.20) (0.20) (0.21) (0.20) (0.19) (0.19) 

High mid know.*Appearance -0.02 -0.07 -0.06 -0.11 -0.08 -0.07 

 (0.07) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) 

   * TV 0.16 0.08 0.14 0.07 0.12 0.06 

 (0.16) (0.18) (0.18) (0.21) (0.18) (0.23) 

High know.*Appearance -0.04 -0.07 -0.03 -0.13 -0.07 -0.18 

 (0.09) (0.09) (0.08) (0.11) (0.09) (0.13) 

   * TV -0.06 -0.14 -0.13 -0.08 -0.08 0.03 

 (0.17) (0.16) (0.14) (0.20) (0.17) (0.24) 

Partisan identification 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.39 0.39 0.40 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) 

Ideology 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.22 0.21 0.22 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Bush approval 0.37 0.37 0.38 0.37 0.37 0.37 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Iraq was a mistake? 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Low know.*Spending 0.28     0.22 

 (0.08)     (0.07) 

Low mid know.*Spending 0.21     0.16 

 (0.06)     (0.05) 

High mid know.*Spending 0.15     0.10 

 (0.05)     (0.05) 

High know.*Spending 0.13     0.15 

 (0.10)     (0.08) 

Low know.*Spending*TV 0.15     -0.01 

 (0.14)     (0.16) 

Low mid know.*Spending*TV -0.09     -0.23 

 (0.13)     (0.13) 

High mid 

know.*Spending*TV 

0.02     0.05 

 (0.14)     (0.17) 

High know.*Spending*TV -0.09     -0.19 

 (0.21)     (0.17) 

Low mid knowledge 0.02 0.05 -0.02 -0.05 0.00 -0.00 

 (0.06) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.10) 

High mid knowledge 0.04 0.08 -0.01 -0.06 0.00 0.09 

 (0.07) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.12) 

High knowledge 0.09 0.09 0.03 -0.03 0.05 0.33 

 (0.08) (0.07) (0.07) (0.09) (0.07) (0.22) 

Low mid know.* TV 0.35 0.13 0.21 0.22 0.27 -0.11 

 (0.19) (0.12) (0.13) (0.15) (0.15) (0.30) 

High mid know.* TV 0.35 0.17 0.22 0.28 0.35 -0.21 
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 (0.19) (0.12) (0.11) (0.15) (0.16) (0.38) 

High know.* TV 0.44 0.26 0.17 0.28 0.38 -0.73 

 (0.20) (0.14) (0.11) (0.17) (0.15) (0.42) 

Low know.*Experience  0.34    0.20 

  (0.09)    (0.13) 

Low mid know.*Experience  0.15    -0.17 

  (0.09)    (0.13) 

High mid know.*Experience  0.06    -0.28 

  (0.06)    (0.08) 

High know.*Experience  0.10    -0.02 

  (0.15)    (0.19) 

Low know.*Experience *TV  -0.10    -0.81 

  (0.17)    (0.22) 

Low mid know.*Experience 

*TV 

 0.22    0.41 

  (0.16)    (0.28) 

High mid know.*Experience 

*TV 

 0.24    0.49 

  (0.17)    (0.29) 

High know.*Experience *TV  0.12    0.19 

  (0.30)    (0.39) 

Low know.*Education   0.08   -0.01 

   (0.06)   (0.08) 

Low mid know.*Education   0.09   0.06 

   (0.05)   (0.06) 

High mid know.*Education   0.05   0.02 

   (0.05)   (0.05) 

High know.*Education   -0.00   -0.16 

   (0.09)   (0.06) 

Low know.*Education *TV   -0.22   -0.39 

   (0.13)   (0.16) 

Low mid know.*Education  

*TV 

  -0.07   -0.25 

   (0.14)   (0.19) 

High mid know.*Education  

*TV 

  0.04   -0.10 

   (0.13)   (0.15) 

High know.*Education *TV   0.22   0.44 

   (0.16)   (0.14) 

Low know.*Incumbency    0.08  0.05 

    (0.02)  (0.07) 

Low mid know.*Incumbency    0.06  0.02 

    (0.02)  (0.05) 

High mid know.*Incumbency    0.04  0.05 

    (0.02)  (0.03) 

High know.*Incumbency    0.04  0.17 

    (0.03)  (0.08) 

Low know.*Incumbency *TV    0.06  0.25 

    (0.06)  (0.14) 

Low mid know.*Incumbency  

*TV 

   0.04  0.10 

    (0.05)  (0.15) 

High mid know.*Incumbency  

*TV 

   0.04  0.08 

    (0.05)  (0.15) 

High know.*Incumbency *TV    0.00  -0.27 

    (0.06)  (0.17) 

Low know.*Cook ratings     0.21 -0.12 
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      (0.06) (0.17) 

Low mid know.*Cook ratings     0.15 0.07 

     (0.06) (0.19) 

High mid know.*Cook ratings     0.11 0.07 

     (0.04) (0.07) 

High know.*Cook ratings     0.07 -0.33 

     (0.08) (0.20) 

Low know.*Cook ratings *TV     0.18 0.11 

     (0.14) (0.35) 

Low mid know.*Cook ratings  

*TV 

    0.08 -0.13 

     (0.13) (0.31) 

High mid know.*Cook ratings  

*TV 

    0.05 -0.39 

     (0.12) (0.31) 

High know.*Cook ratings *TV     0.04 0.48 

     (0.15) (0.35) 

Constant -0.24 -0.20 -0.12 -0.01 -0.15 -0.17 

 (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.04) (0.13) 

Observations 10273 10273 10273 10273 10273 10273 

R-squared 0.602 0.597 0.591 0.602 0.602 0.609 

SER 0.314 0.317 0.319 0.314 0.315 0.312 

See note to Table 2 for details. 
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Full results for Table 2 estimates for Senate candidates 

DV: Vote intent (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) 
TV -0.29 -0.35 -0.46 -0.27 -0.27 -0.59 

 (0.06) (0.07) (0.08) (0.11) (0.07) (0.19) 

Low know.*Appearance -0.18 -0.05 0.01 -0.10 -0.10 -0.17 

 (0.09) (0.11) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.09) 

   *TV 0.48 0.48 0.52 0.58 0.52 0.52 

 (0.22) (0.22) (0.16) (0.26) (0.22) (0.20) 

Low mid know.*Appearance -0.02 -0.07 0.03 -0.05 -0.05 -0.07 

 (0.07) (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) (0.04) (0.06) 

   *TV -0.13 0.13 -0.02 -0.03 -0.00 -0.08 

 (0.18) (0.15) (0.16) (0.16) (0.17) (0.18) 

High mid know.*Appearance 0.05 0.12 0.03 0.10 0.09 0.07 

 (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 

   *TV -0.15 -0.14 0.15 -0.19 -0.17 -0.17 

 (0.22) (0.19) (0.18) (0.21) (0.22) (0.21) 

High know.*Appearance 0.03 0.03 -0.10 0.04 0.05 0.05 

 (0.10) (0.08) (0.07) (0.09) (0.09) (0.08) 

   *TV 0.10 0.11 0.33 0.18 0.19 0.05 

 (0.31) (0.25) (0.28) (0.36) (0.33) (0.27) 

Partisan identification 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.38 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Ideology 0.21 0.22 0.22 0.21 0.21 0.21 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Bush approval 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.37 0.37 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Iraq was a mistake? 0.17 0.17 0.18 0.17 0.17 0.17 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Low know.*Spending 0.39     0.36 

 (0.10)     (0.23) 

Low mid know.*Spending 0.16     -0.19 

 (0.05)     (0.09) 

High mid know.*Spending 0.05     0.14 

 (0.07)     (0.09) 

High know.*Spending -0.14     0.09 

 (0.06)     (0.10) 

Low know.*Spending*TV 0.17     0.11 

 (0.15)     (0.30) 

Low mid 

know.*Spending*TV 

0.14     0.76 

 (0.13)     (0.26) 

High mid 

know.*Spending*TV 

0.27     0.17 

 (0.24)     (0.26) 

High know.*Spending*TV 0.35     0.13 

 (0.18)     (0.33) 

Low mid knowledge 0.03 -0.00 -0.02 -0.04 0.01 -0.01 

 (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.08) 

High mid knowledge 0.05 0.06 0.01 -0.12 0.01 0.05 

 (0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) (0.04) (0.11) 

High knowledge 0.14 0.15 0.11 -0.11 0.07 0.14 

 (0.06) (0.07) (0.08) (0.07) (0.05) (0.10) 

Low mid know.* TV 0.36 0.46 0.56 0.36 0.36 0.94 

 (0.09) (0.08) (0.12) (0.12) (0.09) (0.15) 

High mid know.* TV 0.33 0.36 0.55 0.47 0.36 0.73 

 (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.14) (0.10) (0.27) 
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High know.* TV 0.24 0.23 0.34 0.35 0.23 0.49 

 (0.20) (0.22) (0.22) (0.23) (0.19) (0.42) 

Low know.*Experience  0.35    -0.01 

  (0.17)    (0.15) 

Low mid know.*Experience  0.34    0.30 

  (0.06)    (0.09) 

High mid know.*Experience  -0.07    -0.28 

  (0.08)    (0.16) 

High know.*Experience  -0.26    -0.15 

  (0.12)    (0.18) 

Low know.*Experience *TV  0.35    0.38 

  (0.21)    (0.25) 

Low mid know.*Experience 

*TV 

 -0.26    -0.68 

  (0.18)    (0.22) 

High mid know.*Experience 

*TV 

 0.42    0.46 

  (0.34)    (0.52) 

High know.*Experience *TV  0.62    0.48 

  (0.37)    (0.70) 

Low know.*Education   0.15   -0.02 

   (0.10)   (0.13) 

Low mid know.*Education   0.14   0.11 

   (0.07)   (0.08) 

High mid know.*Education   0.07   0.07 

   (0.07)   (0.08) 

High know.*Education   -0.03   -0.02 

   (0.06)   (0.06) 

Low know.*Education *TV   0.34   0.16 

   (0.12)   (0.21) 

Low mid know.*Education  

*TV 

  -0.04   -0.19 

   (0.16)   (0.18) 

High mid know.*Education  

*TV 

  -0.06   -0.31 

   (0.21)   (0.21) 

High know.*Education *TV   0.22   0.14 

   (0.13)   (0.12) 

Low know.*Incumbency    0.08  -0.02 

    (0.03)  (0.05) 

Low mid know.*Incumbency    0.05  -0.02 

    (0.02)  (0.03) 

High mid 

know.*Incumbency 

   -0.01  -0.01 

    (0.02)  (0.03) 

High know.*Incumbency    -0.05  -0.01 

    (0.01)  (0.04) 

Low know.*Incumbency 

*TV 

   0.01  -0.14 

    (0.06)  (0.10) 

Low mid know.*Incumbency  

*TV 

   0.01  0.15 

    (0.04)  (0.10) 

High mid 

know.*Incumbency  *TV 

   0.09  0.03 

    (0.06)  (0.10) 

High know.*Incumbency 

*TV 

   0.10  0.05 
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    (0.04)  (0.11) 

Low know.*Cook ratings     0.22 0.07 

     (0.08) (0.15) 

Low mid know.*Cook 

ratings 

    0.14 0.17 

     (0.03) (0.06) 

High mid know.*Cook 

ratings 

    0.00 0.03 

     (0.04) (0.07) 

High know.*Cook ratings     -0.13 -0.08 

     (0.04) (0.11) 

Low know.*Cook ratings 

*TV 

    0.07 0.14 

     (0.10) (0.23) 

Low mid know.*Cook 

ratings  *TV 

    -0.02 -0.48 

     (0.10) (0.21) 

High mid know.*Cook 

ratings  *TV 

    0.20 -0.03 

     (0.14) (0.21) 

High know.*Cook ratings 

*TV 

    0.23 -0.17 

     (0.10) (0.25) 

Constant -0.21 -0.20 -0.19 -0.04 -0.16 -0.22 

 (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.03) (0.09) 

Observations 9980 9980 9980 9980 9935 9935 

R-squared 0.668 0.662 0.658 0.661 0.665 0.671 

SER 0.287 0.289 0.291 0.290 0.288 0.286 

See note to Table 2 for details. 
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Plausibility of less informed hypothesis 
We advanced two arguments for why television may only exacerbate the effects of appearance among 

less politically knowledgeable individuals. One of these arguments is about what type of citizens use appearance 

to “inform” their vote. If citizens use appearance as a low-information heuristic, it should better predict voting 

among the less informed than among other individuals. The individual-level data for 2006 allow us to examine 

this question. We measure political knowledge with the 21-item scale described above, which uses questions 

about national and state politics. The figure on the next page explores this possibility by presenting scatter plots 

of Democratic vote share in 2006 senate races by Democratic appearance advantage for four quartiles of 

political knowledge. Consistent with this low-information hypothesis, it shows that appearance matters most 

among less informed individuals, matters less among Low mid knowledge, even less among High mid 

knowledge, and not at all among High-knowledge individuals. A similar pattern holds for 2006 gubernatorial 

elections (not shown). Although this appears to support the hypothesis that citizens use appearance as a low-

information heuristic, we cannot be certain because the finding fails to hold up against a key control variable: 

incumbency. When controlling for incumbency, the lovely pattern in the figure on the next page disappears. 

Since incumbents tend to be better looking, according to the raters, and less informed citizens can be more 

influenced by incumbency than are higher knowledge citizens (Zaller 1992), incumbency may provide an 

alternative explanation for this pattern. Controlling for incumbency is potentially problematic, however, because 

candidates may win more often (and so become incumbents) when they impress lower knowledge individuals 

with their good looks. Appearance may thus be causally prior to incumbency, and hence putting them both in a 

model interacted with political knowledge yields nonsense. So, the evidence from the figure below is only 

suggestive. 

Another argument we advanced is that television occasionally conveys information other than what the 

candidates look like. More knowledgeable individuals may have the contextual knowledge to understand this 

additional information, while less knowledgeable individuals may not. Previous research has failed to find 

campaign learning from television in presidential elections (Patterson 1980). If this holds more generally, our 

contention would seem unlikely. Exploiting the natural experiment, we test us whether individuals living in-state 

media markets are more politically knowledgeable than those living in out-of-state media markets. We find that 

they are. Citizens living in in-state media markets are about 20 percent more knowledgeable (.11 on a one-point 

scale, p <0.001, n = 21,540).
1
 In the currency of education, this is equivalent to the typical difference between an 

individual with some college and an individual with only a high school degree. We find a similar though 

attenuated effect with self-reported TV exposure. A shift from the bottom to the top of the television exposure 

scale increases political local knowledge by about eight percent (.04 on the one-point scale, p <0.001, n = 

14,018). These effects remain significant when controlling for education, gender, race, ethnicity, income, church 

attendance, age, and age squared.
2
 Thus, regardless of how it is measured, television exposure informs 

individuals about more than merely the candidates’ appearance. If people can understand this additional 

information, exposure to it may reduce their tendency to vote for candidates based merely on their appearance. 

We have provided, therefore, two findings supportive of our contention. Citizens appear to use 

appearance as a low-information heuristic and to learn about politics from television. Both findings are 

consistent with the hypothesis that television should only exacerbate the effects of appearance among less 

informed citizens. 

 

 

                                                      
1
 This estimate is from a regression of the political knowledge scale on a dummy variable coded 1 for individuals 

living in in-state media markets and 0 for those living in out-of-state media markets. For the self-reported TV exposure 

finding, we replace the in-state media market dummy with the TV scale. 
2
 Education, race, ethnicity, and income were included in the models, each as a series of dummy variables. We 

also tested whether a TV scale based only on items about news exposure would better explain knowledge, but it in fact 

performed less well than the overall scale. We also tried instrumenting the TV scale and a local news scale with the in-state 

versus out-of-state media market dummy, but as noted above, individuals report watching television and local news with 

about the same frequency in both types of media markets. 
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Image as a low-information heuristic? 

 Senate races in 2006 by political knowledge quartile 

AZ

CA

DEFL

MA

MD

ME

MI

MN
MO

MS
MT

ND

NE

NJ

NM

NV

OHPA RITN

TXUT

VA

VT

WA

WI

WV

WY

AZ

CA

DE

FL

MA

MD

ME

MI

MN

MO

MS

MT

ND

NE
NJ

NM

NV
OHPA

RI
TN TX

UT
VA

VT

WA
WI

WV

WY

AZ

CA

DE
FL

MA

MD

ME

MI

MN
MO

MS

MT
ND

NE

NJ

NM

NV OH
PA

RI

TN TX
UT

VA

VT

WA
WI

WV

WY

AZ

CA

DE

FL

MA

MD

ME

MIMN

MO

MS

MT

ND

NE
NJ

NM

NV

OHPA

RI

TN TXUTVA

VT

WA

WI

WV
WY

0

.5

1

0

.5

1

0 .2 .4 .6 .8 0 .2 .4 .6 .8

Low knowledge Low mid knowledge

High mid knowledge High knowledge

D
e

m
o

c
ra

ti
c
 v

o
te

 s
h

a
re

Inferred competence from faces

 
Note: This figure shows that candidate appearance better predicts vote choice among lower knowledge 

individuals. The dependent variable is the share of respondents intending to vote for the Democratic candidate. 

Nonmajor party voters are excluded. The explanatory variable is Democratic appearance advantage, an average 

of naïve students’ ratings of unlabeled, black and white photographs of candidate pairs, with higher values 

indicating a Democratic advantage. Political knowledge is measured with a 20-item index of responses to factual 

questions. Source for vote data: CCES. 
 

 

 

Democratic appearance advantage 
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CCES sampling procedure 

Polimetrix draws a random sample from the 2004 American Community Study (ACS), conducted by the 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. The ACS is a probability sample of size 1,194,354 with a response rate of 93.1 

percent. For each respondent in the Polimetrix-drawn ACS sample, the closest matching active Polimetrix 

panelist is selected on age, race, gender, and education, plus on imputed values of partisanship and ideology. 

 

For a formal comparison, see the following unpublished manuscript: 

Hill, S., J. Lo, L. Vavreck, and J. Zaller. 2007. The Opt-in Internet Panel: Survey Mode, Sampling 

Methodology and the Implications for Political Research. Unpublished manuscript at the University of 

California, Los Angeles. 

 

Abstract:  All survey methodologies have weaknesses, some known and others unknown. Given that 

there are no “true” targets against which to assess the political marginal distributions about which we care, the 

decision to use any survey methodology must be met with caution and full disclosure about the strengths and 

weaknesses of the method – and how it might affect the results. In this paper, we assess the differences among 

several national surveys in terms of demographics, marginals on political variables, and ideological constraint 

among respondents at varying levels of political awareness. Our results suggest that Polimetrix’s sample 

matching technique, used in the 2006 Cooperative Congressional Election Study, seems to produce Internet 

samples that look more similar to existing RDD phone surveys than to multi-stage probability face-to-face 

surveys, but surprisingly, many of the discernible differences are not large in size. We conclude that a mildly 

biased but large Internet survey can produce more reliable estimates than an unbiased but small survey (because 

of the random error due to the small samples). When matters of cost are factored in, the large, biased sample 

becomes even more appealing to researchers with limited budgets. The question about Internet samples (even 

matched samples such as those generated by Polimetrix) remains, however, whether the ignorability assumption 

holds such that the people who take surveys online behave the same way as those who do not – or more 

precisely– as those who take phone or in-person surveys. 
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Other individual-level data? 
The only other data with which we could potentially test these predictions are the National Annenberg 

Election Studies. However, these surveys lack questions about gubernatorial vote and only have usable 

questions about Senate vote in their postelection interviews (providing too small of a sample to conduct these 

analyses). Even if they did have larger samples with Senate vote, however, they also contain fewer political 

knowledge items (most of which are about presidential candidates, not Senate candidates), and ask fewer 

questions about television exposure (focusing mostly on news). 

 

Multilevel model? 
We do not use a multi-level model in part because Appearance advantage, the state-level variable, is not 

orthogonal to the individual-level variables. Clustering the standard errors, which are due at the state level, 

adjusts them for multi-level nature of the data. 
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Appearance Effect for 1990-2002 Senate races (including within state) 

 

The following text and figure was dropped from the paper due to space constraints: 

 

Figure 1 (top panel) on next page presents the relationship between candidates’ facial ratings and their 

actual vote share in U.S. Senate elections, from 1990 to 2002, where candidates shared the same race 

and gender. It plots the Democratic candidate’s percent of the two-party vote by the share rating the 

Democratic candidate’s face as more competent. The appearance ratings from 2000-2002 are from 

Todorov et al. (2005); those from 1990-1999 are collected by the authors. Using rating procedures 

common to most studies in literature, student subjects viewed pairs of similarly sized, black-and-white, 

head-and-shoulders photographs of the main candidates for a short time (typically one second or less) 

and reported which candidate in the pairing looked more competent. The photos contained no 

identifying information, the position of the winning candidate and the order in which pairs were 

presented was randomized, and precautions were taken to ensure raters were unfamiliar with and 

unlikely to have seen the candidates (for details, see Todorov et al. 2005). Consistent with other 

research, the scatter plot in Figure 1 shows a strong linear relationship between ratings of politicians’ 

faces and their success at the polls. This pattern emerges in more than a dozen studies whether one asks 

about competence, attractiveness, dominance, or hypothetical vote. 

 

Facial inferences remain predictive in U.S. Senate and gubernatorial analyses with electoral district-

fixed effects, thereby holding constant the average partisan tendencies in a particular political unit. 

Figure 1 (bottom panel) shows this result by presenting the change in the Democratic candidate’s face 

ratings to predict the change in vote share within each state. As the figure indicates, the effect of 

appearance remains. 
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Figure 1:  Candidate appearance and Senate elections returns 

 
Note: Figure 1(a) presents the relationship between facial competence and actual vote share for U.S. Senate 

selected elections, showing only those races where the candidates share the same race and gender. It shows the 

Democratic candidate’s percent of the two-party vote by the share rating the Democratic candidate’s face more 

competent. Figure 1(b) differences these variables, showing the change in vote share within a state by the 

change in facial competence rating. The figures show selected 1990-2002 Senate races where we could find 

pictures of the winners and losers. (Unfortunately, pictures of 1990s losers are not easy to find, though the 

results remain the same when all pictures become available [2000 onwards].) 
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Quasi-experiment 

Appearance advantage and in-state versus out of-state originating broadcasts 
 

The paper itself shows a small but statistically significant to interaction between Appearance advantage 

and High TV. An earlier version of the paper also found a very similar interaction using a quasi-experiment. 

Explaining these analyses in a manner readers would find convincing, however, took too much space. We now 

present these results here. The design follows Ansolabehere, Snowberg, and Snyder (2006), who measure 

exposure to television by whether individuals happen to live in media markets based primarily outside their own 

state (see also Stewart and Reynolds 1990). Many media markets in the U.S. spill across state lines. For 

example, a figure below shows a map of the dominant media markets in Pennsylvania counties based on 1995-

2000 data from Nielsen's Designated Market Area (DMA) and Arbitron’s Area of Dominant Influence (ADI). 

Although most Pennsylvania counties (shown in white) predominately receive their television from an in-state 

broadcaster, seven did not. These seven counties, shown in crosshatched, predominantly receive broadcasts from 

stations based outside Pennsylvania. For example, one county in eastern Pennsylvania receives its television 

broadcasts predominately from New York City. Unlike residents of Pennsylvania in other parts of the state, 

voters living in these seven out-state media market counties see much less political news about their own state. 

Some media markets (shown in gray) have such a large out-state viewership that they may well cover out-of-

state races; we exclude counties in these markets from the analysis. Based on content analysis of local television 

broadcasts, in-state media markets provide their viewers with at least ten times more exposure to coverage of 

governors than do out-state markets (Ansolabehere, Snowberg, and Snyder 2006). As more than half of the 

population regularly watches local news — 56 percent in 2000 (Downie and Kaiser 2002) — differences in 

exposure to local television affects a substantial part of the population.  

We exploit this natural experiment to test whether television encourages voters to focus on candidate 

appearance. Specifically, we test whether the relationship between the vote share for the Democrat and 

Appearance advantage is stronger for counties that predominantly receive in-state broadcasts than for counties 

that predominantly receive out-state broadcasts. We analyze 64 gubernatorial races between 1994 and 2002 and 

63 contests between 1995 and 2002 for which we have the necessary data.  

 To ensure that in-state and out-state counties are similar, we conduct the analysis only on counties 

matched on key characteristics: partisanship (measured as the average two-party vote for the Democratic 

candidate in the previous four presidential elections on partisanship), the log of household income, the percent 

white, the percent urban, and population. We only match counties within the same state, dropping those for 

which we cannot find a match. A table below shows balance statistics.  

To match the counties, we use a genetic approach proposed by Sekhon (Forthcoming) and Diamond and 

Sekhon (2005). Genetic matching is performed using “Matching” (Sekhon Forthcoming) and is one-to-one with 

replacement. Genetic matching substantially reduces differences between in-state and out-state counties on these 

covariates. Instead of analyzing the full sample of 2,111 in-state and 420 out-state counties, we now use the 

matched sample of 386 in-state and 386 out-state counties. For an exposition, see Ho et al. (2007). 

A second figure below presents scatter plots of gubernatorial and Senate vote by students’ ratings of the 

candidates based on their appearance. The left panels show counties in out-state media markets and the right 

panels show those in in-state media markets. To simplify the presentation, we take the population-weighted 

average vote share for each kind of county within each state. If television exacerbates the effects of appearance, 

we should see steeper slopes in counties that belong to in-state media markets (the right panels of this figure) 

than in those that form part of out-of-state media markets (the left panels). This is indeed what we find. For 

gubernatorial candidates, an increase (decrease) in the Democrat’s competency advantage leads to a larger gain 

(loss) in the Democrat’s vote share in in-state than in out-state media markets. However, the differences are 

slight: the slope is not much steeper for in-state media markets. When controlling for partisanship and 

incumbency, the interaction between appearance and in-state media market is statistically significant for Senate 

races (one-tailed test). If we combine gubernatorial and Senate races, the increased effect of appearance in in-

state media markets averages about 4.8 and becomes statistically significant at conventional levels (see the table 

below, which also presents estimates with county-fixed effects). As our appearance scale for these races ranges 
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from .08 to .90 (that is, from pairings in which only eight percent of students felt the Democrat looked more 

competent than the Republican to those where 90 percent of students felt the Democrat looked more competent), 

a candidate with the highest competency rating would receive about 4 percentage points more than a candidate 

with the lowest competency rating in counties served by media from their own state. Thus, using this natural 

experiment, greater TV exposure appears to slightly increase the overall effect of image. 
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Classification of counties into in-state or out-state originating broadcasts 

The classification of counties into in-state and out-state media markets follows Nielsen's Designated 

Market Area (DMA) and Arbitron’s Area of Dominant Influence (ADI). These firms divide counties based on 

both broadcast and cable viewership. Because we use elections from the mid-1990s through 2002, we exclude 

counties that changed markets between 1995 and 2000. We also exclude those for which Nielsen and Arbitron 

disagreed if these disagreements could alter our classification of the county. To eliminate ambiguous cases, we 

follow Ansolabehere et al. (2006) in coding out-state counties as out-state only when the combination of the out-

state counties constitute less than one third of the total population of the media market. We likewise code 

counties as in-state only when at least two-thirds of the media market’s population reside in that county's state. 

So that the analysis compares only states with both in-state and out-state markets, we drop the following states 

because they lack in-state media markets: DE, KS, KY, MD, NH, NJ, VA, and WY. We also drop the following 

states because they lack out-state media markets: AK, HI, LA, ME, TX, and UT. We then drop 80 counties 

where ADI-DMA differed in 1995 and where the difference could change a county’s classification. We also 

drop 16 counties that flipped DMAs between 1995 and 2000 and where the change could influence their 

classification. Finally, we drop 26 counties with populations below 1,000. These coding decisions leave us with 

2,211 in-state, 420 out-state, and 364 undetermined counties, the last of which we exclude from the analysis. 

Data are from Ansolabehere et al. (2006), except for 2002 data, which are from http://uselectionatlas.org/. 
 

http://uselectionatlas.org/
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An example of in-state and out-state dominated media markets: Pennsylvania 

counties  
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Quasiexperimental scatterplot: Television slightly exacerbates the effect of image 
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Appearance advantage (for Democrat)

 
Note: Appearance predicts vote share slightly better in counties that predominantly receive in-state originating 

broadcasts than in counties that predominantly receive out-state originating broadcasts. The dependent variable 

is population-weighted average vote share for the Democratic candidate (of the two-party vote) in counties 

receiving either in-state or out-state broadcasts. Appearance advantage is the average, naïve student rating of 

unlabeled, black and white photographs of candidate pairs. For gubernatorial candidates, the ratings are an 

average from students at MIT and Princeton. For Senate candidates, the 1995-1999 ratings are from MIT 

students and 2000-2002 are from Princeton students.  

 

I
n
-
t
a
t
e
 
a
 
m
a
r
k
e
t 

 



Supporting Information 

 27 

 

Quasi-experimental findings 

Appearance advantage, County level vote, and media market residency 

DV: County level vote for Democratic candidate 

(of the two-party vote) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

 Senate Governor Combined Combined 

In-state media market indicator -3.47 -1.77 -2.62 -- 

 (1.54) (1.94) (1.29) -- 

Appearance advantage 1.47 1.42 2.52 13.43 

 (2.21) (2.22) (1.65) (4.18) 

    *In-state media market 4.88 4.90 4.77 2.48 

 (2.87) (3.66) (2.48) (6.35) 

Normal vote 87.18 94.85 88.81 6.18 

 (3.64) (4.30) (3.20) (26.13) 

Incumbency 6.99 7.02 6.63 6.06 

 (0.58) (0.44) (0.39) (0.66) 

Gubernatorial race indicator -- -- 2.90 -- 

 -- -- (0.51) -- 

n 966 1098 2064 2064 

R
2
 0.615 0.640 0.600 0.847 

SER 7.66 7.93 8.06 7.29 

Year effects X X X X 

County effects * Gubernatorial race indicator    X 

Regression of County-level Democratic Gubernatorial vote and Democratic Senate vote (of the two-party vote) on 

Democratic Appearance advantage, an indicator variable for In-state media market, and the interaction between these 

variables. The models control for the following variables: Normal vote, which is the share of the two-party vote for the 

Democratic candidate in the previous four presidential elections. Incumbency, which is coded 1 for Democratic incumbents, 

-1 for Republican incumbents, and 0 for open seat races. Weighted by population; robust standard errors clustered at the 

county level in parentheses. 
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Measuring exposure to television coverage during campaigns 

 In-state versus out-of-state counties 

Ansolabehere et al.’s (2006) content analysis showing large differences in political coverage by in-state 

and out-state dominated media markets only examines coverage of incumbent governors during noncampaign 

periods. To confirm that the in-state versus out-of-state difference also holds during campaigns, we searched the 

archives of local television news stations for mentions of Senate and gubernatorial candidates coverage from 

August 2006 until to Election Day. The table on the next page presents the results. On the 16 major-network 

affiliated stations in 13 media markets for which we could obtain data, in-state candidates received 10 times as 

many mentions as out-of-state candidates (15.2 versus 1.5; n = 89, p<0.001). Thus, coverage of politicians on 

stations based in other media markets remains extremely low during campaigns.  

As the data in this table suggest, senate candidates receive much less television-news coverage than do 

gubernatorial candidates. Evidence also suggests that senate candidates run many fewer ads on average than do 

governors (Ansolabehere et al. 2006). To confirm this pattern, we content coded television news coverage of 

incumbent senators and governors over longer periods, not just the 2006 campaign, on 83 stations in 49 media 

markets. Depending on television stations’ archives, the period of the analysis ranges from a few months to 

seven years, but typically about two years. We find that local television news channels do indeed cover 

governors much more than senators. Local news stations run stories that mention governors about once a week. 

In contrast, stories mention senators only about once every three weeks, a highly significant difference (n =264, 

p<0.001). Moreover, stories that mention a governor are usually stories about the governor. In contrast, stories 

that mention a senator are usually stories that merely happen to quote a senator. 
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News stories mentioning candidates by in-state and out-state media market  

2006 gubernatorial and Senate campaigns 
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Balance table for quasi-experiment: County-level statistics, before and after matching 
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Applying the media market measures from 1995-2000 to the 2006 CCES 
 

After excluding states that lack both in-state and out-state media markets (e.g. New Jersey), we are left 

with only 520 gubernatorial voters in out-state media markets in the 2006 CCES, and only 290 such 

Senate voters. 

 

  
Number of 2006 CCES respondents reporting a vote intent by media market type 

 Media market domination  

 In-state  Out-state Undetermined Total 

Gubernatorial voters 6,050 520  662 7,232 

Senate voters 4,654 290 428 5,372 

 

 

Despite the small sample of out-state respondents, Appearance advantage becomes slightly more 

important in explaining vote in in-state dominated media markets (see table below). 

 
Media market residency and Appearance advantage in the 2006 CCES 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 Gubernatorial vote Senate vote 
 OLS Probit OLS Probit 
Appearance advantage 0.23 1.36 0.12 0.98 
 (0.07) (0.35) (0.07) (0.48) 
    *In-state media market 0.10 0.89 0.12 1.38 
 (0.07) (0.46) (0.07) (0.53) 
In-state media market indicator -0.06 -0.49 -0.06 -0.66 
 (0.04) (0.24) (0.03) (0.20) 
Partisan identification 0.41 1.66 0.36 1.64 
 (0.04) (0.15) (0.03) (0.20) 
Ideology 0.23 1.57 0.21 1.82 
 (0.03) (0.22) (0.03) (0.17) 
Bush approval 0.33 1.21 0.35 1.27 
 (0.03) (0.11) (0.05) (0.28) 
Iraq was a mistake? 0.19 0.51 0.24 0.66 
 (0.03) (0.11) (0.03) (0.10) 

n 6570 6570 4944 4944 
R

2
 0.670 . 0.718 . 

Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses 


