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Table 1 (A). Television and local voter turnout

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

VARIABLES Lin. Odds Lin. Odds Lin. Odds

TV (=1) 1.152** 0.292*** 1.492*** 0.472*** 1.708*** 0.495***

(0.358) (0.078) (0.327) (0.083) (0.348) (0.088)

Observations 4,991 4,991 4,991 4,991 4,991 4,991

R-squared 0.547 0.534 0.659 0.761 0.829 0.842

Number of municipalities 454 454 454 454 454 454

Control variables YES YES YES YES YES YES

Municipality FE YES YES YES YES YES YES

Election year FE YES YES YES YES YES YES

County-year FE YES YES YES YES YES YES

Trend - mun. level NO NO NO NO YES YES

Weight NO NO YES YES YES YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
Lin.: Linear model, Odds: Odds of voter turnout

Table 1 (B) cont. Television and national voter turnout

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

VARIABLES Lin. Odds Lin. Odds Lin. Odds

TV (=1) 0.134 0.200** 0.398 0.222*** 0.484* 0.264***

(0.202) (0.062) (0.208) (0.066) (0.210) (0.068)

Observations 4,539 4,539 4,539 4,539 4,539 4,539

R-squared 0.687 0.695 0.750 0.792 0.873 0.877

Number of municipalities 454 454 454 454 454 454

Control variables YES YES YES YES YES YES

Municipality FE YES YES YES YES YES YES

Election year FE YES YES YES YES YES YES

County-year FE YES YES YES YES YES YES

Trend - mun. level NO NO NO NO YES YES

Weight NO NO YES YES YES YES

Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
Lin.: Linear model, Odds: Odds of voter turnout
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FIGURE I
Fox News Availability by County, 2000

Note: Proportion for each county is calculated as the ratio of number of towns with Fox News available via cable to total number of
towns in the county. Alaska and Hawaii are also in the data set but are not included on the map due to space constraints.
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TABLE III
DETERMINANTS OF FOX NEWS AVAILABILITY, LINEAR PROBABILITY MODEL

Dep. var.

Availability of Fox News via cable in 2000

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Pres. republican vote share in
1996

0.1436 0.6363 0.3902 �0.0343 �0.0442 0.0902 0.0627
(0.1549) (0.2101)*** (0.1566)** (0.0937) (0.1024) (0.1321) (0.1333)

Pres. log turnout in 1996 0.1101 0.0909 0.0656 0.0139 �0.0053 0.0286 0.0257
(0.0557)** (0.0348)*** (0.0278)** (0.0124) (0.0173) (0.0234) (0.0258)

Pres. Rep. vote share change
1998–1992

0.214 �0.2548
(0.2481) (0.2345)

Control variables
Census controls: 1990 and 2000 — X X X X X X
Cable system controls — — X X X X X
U. S. House district fixed

effects
— — — X — X —

County fixed effects — — — — X — X
F-test: Census controls � 0 F � 3.54*** F � 2.73*** F � 1.11 F � 1.28 F � 1.57** F � 1.31
F-test: Cable controls � 0 F � 18.08*** F � 21.09*** F � 18.61*** F � 8.19*** F � 8.75***
R2 0.0281 0.0902 0.4093 0.6698 0.7683 0.6313 0.7622
N N � 9,256 N � 9,256 N � 9,256 N � 9,256 N � 9,256 N � 3,722 N � 3,722

Notes: An observation in the linear probability model is a town in one of the twenty-eight U. S. states in the sample. The dependent variable is a binary variable that equals one
if Fox News was part of the town’s local cable package in 2000. The log turnout measure is the log of the ratio of total votes cast in 1996 to voting-age population in the town in 1996.
The population data for 1996 is interpolated from the 1990 and 2000 Census. The census controls are twelve demographic variables from the Census, present both in the 2000 values
and in differences between 2000 and 1990. The Cable System Controls are deciles in the number of channels provided and in the number of potential subscribers. All controls are
listed in Appendix II. The F-test is a joint test of the hypothesis that the Census controls from 1990 and 2000 (respectively, the cable controls) are jointly equal to zero. Robust standard
errors clustered by local cable company in parentheses. The observations are weighted by total votes cast in 1996 presidential election.

* significant at 10 percent; ** significant at 5 percent; *** significant at 1 percent.
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TABLE IV
THE EFFECT OF FOX NEWS ON THE 2000–1996 PRESIDENTIAL VOTE SHARE CHANGE

Dep. var.

Republican two-party vote share change between 2000 and 1996 pres. elections

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Availability of Fox News via
cable in 2000

�0.0025 0.0027 0.008 0.0042 0.0069 0.0037 0.0048
(0.0037) (0.0024) (0.0026)*** (0.0015)*** (0.0014)*** (0.0021)* (0.0019)**

Pres. Rep. vote share change
1988–1992

0.0229 0.0514
(0.0216) (0.0219)**

Constant 0.0347 �0.028 �0.0255 0.0116 0.0253 �0.0377 0.0081
(0.0017)*** (0.0245) (0.0236) (0.0154) (0.0185) (0.0258) (0.0313)

Control variables
Census controls: 1990 and 2000 — X X X X X X
Cable system controls — — X X X X X
U. S. House district fixed

effects
— — — X — X —

County fixed effects — — — — X — X
R2 0.0007 0.5207 0.5573 0.7533 0.8119 0.7528 0.8244
N N � 9,256 N � 9,256 N � 9,256 N � 9,256 N � 9,256 N � 3,722 N � 3,722

Notes: An observation in the OLS regression is a town in one of the twenty-eight U. S. states in the sample. The dependent variable is the two-party Republican vote share for
the 2000 presidential election minus the two-party republican vote share for the 1996 presidential election. The variable “Availability of Fox News via cable in 2000” is a binary
variable that equals one if Fox News was part of the town’s local cable package in 2000. The census controls are twelve demographic variables from the Census, present both in the
2000 values and in differences between 2000 and 1990. The cable system controls are deciles in the number of channels provided and in the number of potential subscribers. All
controls are listed in Appendix II. Robust standard errors clustered by local cable company in parentheses. The observations are weighted by total votes cast in the 1996 presidential
election.

* Significant at 10 percent; ** significant at 5 percent; *** significant at 1 percent. 1207
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TABLE V
THE FOX NEWS EFFECT: ROBUSTNESS AND PERSISTENCE

Dep. var.

Robustness

Persistence Pres.
Rep. vote share

2004–2000

Pres. Rep. vote share change 2000–1996

Rep. two-party
vote share in 2000

All-party
vote share Two-party vote share

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

Availability of Fox News via cable in 2000 0.0041 0.004 0.0048 0.0041 0.0047 0.0021
(0.0016)*** (0.0016)** (0.0016)*** (0.0017)*** (0.0016)*** (0.0020)

Republican vote share in 1996 0.9362
(0.0079)***

Control variables
Census controls: 1990 and 2000 X X X X X X
Cable system controls X X X X X X
U. S. House district fixed effects X X X X X X

Election data with high coverage — — X — — —
Unweighted, turnout � 2000 — — — X — —
Nearest-neighbor matching, unweighted — — — — X —
R2 0.9824 0.827 0.7556 0.7369 — 0.6281
N N � 9,256 N � 9,256 N � 7,758 N � 3,241 N � 9,256 N � 8,605

Notes: An observation in the OLS regression is a town in one of the twenty-eight U. S. states in the sample. In column (1), the dependent variable is the two-party Republican vote share
for the 2000 presidential election. In columns (2)–(5), the dependent variable is the Republican vote share for the 2000 presidential election minus the same variables for the 1996 elections.
In column (2), the Republican vote share is computed using the all-party vote share. In columns (3) through (5) the vote share refers to the two-party vote share. In column (6), the dependent
variable is the two-party Republican vote share for the 2004 presidential election minus the same variables for the 2000 elections. The variable “Availability of Fox News via cable in 2000”
is a binary variable that equals one if Fox News was part of the town’s local cable package in 2000. The Census controls are twelve demographic variables from the Census, present both
in the 2000 values and in differences between 2000 and 1990. The cable system controls are deciles in the number of channels provided and in the number of potential subscribers. All controls
are listed in Appendix II.

The sample “Election data with high coverage” excludes states in which the election data in the final sample covers less than 50 percent of the total votes cast in the state in
either 1996 or 2000. The sample “Unweighted, turnout � 2,000” excludes towns with turnout lower than 2,000 people in the year 2000. The specification in column (5) is the estimate
of the average treatment on the treated for nearest-neighbor matching estimator, based on matching on the listed controls; the estimate averages the treatment for the closest four
matches and is bias-corrected (Abadie et al., 2001). Robust standard errors clustered by local cable company in parentheses (except in column (5)). The observations are weighted
total votes cast in the 1996 presidential election except in columns (4) and (5).

* significant at 10 percent; ** significant at 5 percent; *** significant at 1 percent.
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TABLE VII
FOX NEWS AND OTHER POLITICAL OUTCOMES: TURNOUT AND SENATORIAL ELECTIONS

Dep. var.

Turnout (presidential elections) Senatorial elections

Change in log (total votes cast) between
2000 and 1996 pres. elections

Republican vote share in 2000 senatorial
elections

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

Availability of Fox News via cable in 2000 0.0046 0.0178 0.0147 0.0072 0.0071 0.01
(0.0039) (0.0051)*** (0.0061)** (0.0026)*** (0.0028)** (0.0035)***

Change in log (voting-age population) bw. 1996 and 2000 0.3655 0.3707 0.3641
(0.0427)*** (0.0440)*** (0.0425)***

Fox News in 2000* (New York race) 0.0039 �0.0017 0.0033
(0.0067) (0.0060) (0.0067)

Republican vote share in 1996 presidential elections 0.8295 0.8432 0.8289
(0.0111)*** (0.0146)*** (0.1111)***

Fox News in 2000* (swing district) �0.0207 �0.0042
(0.0087)* (0.0047)

Fox News in 2000* (Republican district) �0.0177 �0.0075
(0.0090)** (0.0054)

Control variables
Census controls: 1990 and 2000 X X X X X X
Cable system controls X X X X X X
U. S. House district fixed effects X — X X — X
County fixed effects — X — — X —

R2 0.6151 0.6863 0.658 0.9768 0.9829 0.9768
N N � 9,256 N � 9,256 N � 9,256 N � 8,192 N � 8,192 N � 8,192

Notes: An observation in the OLS regression is a town in one of the twenty-eight U. S. states in the sample. In columns (1) through (3), the dependent variable is the log of total votes cast in
the 2000 presidential elections minus the same variable for the 1996 elections and the change in the log of the population over 18 between 1996 and 2000 is a control variable. The population data
for 1996 is interpolated from the 1990 and 2000 Census. In columns (4) through (6), the dependent variable is the two-party Republican vote share for the 2000 Senate election, and the vote share
in the presidential elections in 1996 in the same town is a control variable. The variable “Availability of Fox News via cable in 2000” is a binary variable that equals one if Fox News was part of the
town’s local cable package in 2000. The Census controls are twelve demographic variables from the Census, present both in the 2000 values and in differences between 2000 and 1990. The Cable
system controls are deciles in the number of channels provided and in the number of potential subscribers. All controls are listed in Appendix II.

The indicator variables “swing district” and “Republican district” are determined dividing the 9,256 observations into thirds based on the two-party Republican vote share in the
2000 presidential elections at the U. S. House District level. The variable “swing district” indicates a district in the middle third (vote share between .49 and .552). The variable
“Republican district” indicates a district in the top third (vote share higher than .552). The omitted category indicates the Democratic districts. Fox News in 2000* (New York race)
is the interaction of the variable “Availability of Fox News via cable in 2000” and an indicator for New York’s senatorial race between Hillary Clinton and Rick Lazio, the only
senatorial race in 2000 highly covered in the Fox News programming. Robust standard errors clustered by local cable company in parentheses. The observations are weighted by total
votes cast in the 1996 presidential election.

* significant at 10 percent; ** significant at 5 percent; *** significant at 1 percent.
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Table 2: Top 25 Partisan Phrases for Years 2000, 2004, and 2008.
2000 Party 2004 Party 2008 Party

republican leadership D mai 5 R bush administr D
clinton gore R ronald reagan R strong support D
feder govern R social justic D african american D

african american D war iraq D cost energi R
civil right D african american D pass bill D

gore administr R reagan said R will us R
death tax R fail provid D new refineri R

pass bill R illeg alien R civil right D
support democrat D marriag licens R work famili D

peopl color D limit govern R full time D
republican propos D administr republican D democrat leadership R
republican friend D presid reagan R democrat colleagu R

hard earn R administr want D war iraq D
black caucu D iraqi peopl R nuclear energi R

republican bill D lost 2 D american energi R
congression black D gai lesbian D equal pai D

big govern R administr plan D low incom D
tax cut D presid ronald R presid bush D

right organ D equal opportun D make point R
sexual orient D secur plan D gain tax R

american commun D pass bill R nuclear power R
worker right D violenc women D long overdu D

violenc countri D man woman R democrat major R
head start D bush administr D new nuclear R

need prescript D feder govern R bush took D

These are the 25 phrases which have the largest absolute magnitude coefficient among those
selected by the Elastic Net for the corresponding year. Word variants are stemmed to their
roots.

18



Table 3: First Stage Regressions: Nielsen Data

FNC Hours Per Week

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

FNC Cable Position −0.003∗∗∗ −0.002∗∗∗ −0.003∗∗∗ −0.003∗∗∗ −0.002 −0.003∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.0004)
MSNBC Cable Position 0.001∗∗ 0.001∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗ 0.001 0.001∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.0005) (0.001) (0.0004)
System has MSNBC Only 0.078 0.068 0.062 0.027 0.031 0.028

(0.093) (0.090) (0.089) (0.121) (0.183) (0.087)
System has FNC Only 0.458∗∗∗ 0.428∗∗∗ 0.393∗∗∗ 0.407∗∗∗ 0.252∗∗∗ 0.349∗∗∗

(0.042) (0.041) (0.038) (0.044) (0.055) (0.032)
System has Both 0.369∗∗∗ 0.364∗∗∗ 0.312∗∗∗ 0.309∗∗∗ 0.204∗∗∗ 0.233∗∗∗

(0.047) (0.047) (0.042) (0.048) (0.071) (0.033)
Sat. FNC Hours 0.315∗∗∗

(0.016)
Fixed Effects: Year State-Year State-Year State-Year County-Year State-Year
Cable Controls: Y Y Y Y Y Y
Demographics: None None Basic Extended Extended Extended
Robust F-Stat 16.8 11.5 25.6 29 2.5 37.1
Number of Clusters 5826 5826 5816 4848 4848 4761
N 73,488 73,488 73,317 61,141 61,141 52,053
R2 0.011 0.025 0.056 0.071 0.296 0.397

∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01
Notes: Cluster-robust standard errors in parentheses (clustered by cable system). Instrument is the ordinal
position of FNC on the local system. The omitted category for the availability dummies is systems where
neither FNC nor MSNBC is available. In Column (5), the specification conditions on the average FNC
ratings among satellite subscribers in the same zip code. Cable system controls include the total number
of channels on the system and the number of broadcast channels on the system, as well as an indicator for
Nielsen collection mode (diary vs. set-top). “Basic” demographics include the racial, gender, age, income,
educational, and urban/rural makeup of the zip code. “Extended” demographics adds information on the
percentage of homeowners; median housing values, sizes, ages, and property tax rates; the fraction of the
population receiving food stamps; median social security income; the fraction of veterans; the fractions
of married, unmarried, and same-sex couples; the share of federal campaign contributions that went to
Republican candidates in 1996; the Republican presidential share of the county in 1996; and the religious
composition of the county.
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presented in Figure 4, a one standard deviation increase in channel position induces

a roughly 2.5-minute-per-week increase in Fox News viewing. The implied change

in probability of voting for the Republican candidate from a one standard deviation

increase in channel position is thus -0.3 to -0.6 points.

Table 5: Second Stage Regressions: Precinct Voting Data

2008 McCain Vote Share

(1) (2) (3)

Pred. Cable FNC Hrs. 0.089∗∗ 0.090∗∗∗ 0.076∗∗

(0.001, 0.204) (0.034, 0.179) (0.008, 0.159)
Satellite FNC Hrs. −0.023∗∗

(−0.047, −0.001)
Fixed Effects: State-Year State-Year State-Year
Cable System Controls: Y Y Y
Demographics: Basic Extended Extended
Number of Clusters 6029 4814 3993
N 22,509 17,400 12,417
R2 0.730 0.833 0.841

∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01
The first stage is estimated using viewership data for all Nielsen TV house-
holds. See first stage tables for description of instruments and control vari-
ables. Confidence intervals are generated from 500 independent STID-block-
bootstraps of the first and second stage datasets. Reported lower and upper
bounds give the central 95 percent interval of the relevant bootstrapped
statistic.

Comparing the two versions, the point estimate of the second-stage coefficient on

FNC viewing is higher in the individual-level regression. It is also much less precise,

however; the individual-level confidence interval entirely covers the zip code-level confi-

dence interval. This difference is reflective of both the greater power of the instrument

in the zip code-level first stage and the much greater predictability of zip code-level

Republican vote shares as opposed to individual vote intentions: R2 values in the zip

code-level reduced form regression approach 0.85, as compared to 0.15 in the corre-

sponding individual-level regression.

Within Table 5, the second-stage coefficient is essentially unaffected by the inclusion

of the extensive demographic set, which among other things includes pre-treatment

indicators of partisan preference like the county level Republican presidential vote

share in 1996 and the share of campaign contributions to Republican candidates in

1996. It declines slightly, but remains positive and significantly different from zero,

when Fox News Channel hours among satellite subscribers in the same zip code are

included as a covariate. Both of these facts lend some credence to the idea that channel
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TABLE 2
Newspaper Coverage of U.S. House Members, 1991–2000

Dependent Variable: Articles about Congressman

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

ReaderShare 177.25 164.14
(17.95)*** (17.06)***

Congruence 171.10 170.64
(19.42)*** (6.18)***

Party leader 154.62 191.93 122.70
(50.53)*** (72.45)*** (10.65)***

Scandal 70.21 82.15 45.17
(18.24)*** (27.37)*** (10.76)***

Higher_office (ran or
appointed) 90.25 98.21 82.61

(11.22)*** (13.02)*** (8.25)***
Out_of_state �34.75 �10.45 �19.99

(9.38)*** (12.26) (4.19)***
Close_race 36.02 53.63 33.00

(16.87)** (20.56)** (11.01)***
Freshman 5.32 8.07 9.66

(3.63) (5.08) (4.09)**
Retired 18.38 29.43 19.94

(7.42)** (9.26)*** (5.88)***
% urban �18.40 .19 �34.36

(12.39) (13.37) (5.40)***
Median income 24.67 14.57 �24.79

(37.71) (45.38) (17.78)
Observations 4,206 4,206 2,308 3,421

2R .18 .27 .26 .28

Note.—Results are from OLS regressions. In cols. 1 and 2, the unit of observation is a newspaper by congress. All
regressions include year fixed effects. In col. 3, the unit of observation is a congressional district by congress; in col.
4, it is congressional district by county by congress. Robust standard errors, clustered by newspaper, are in parentheses.

* Significant at 10 percent.
** Significant at 5 percent.
*** Significant at 1 percent.

to voters. Similarly, members who are retiring receive even more cov-
erage than those running for reelection.

The very strong relationship between ReaderShare and press coverage
of representatives will drive our results. People who live in areas where
Congruence (the market share weighted ReaderShare) is high will, on
average, be exposed to a considerably larger number of articles about
their congressman than people in other areas.

To make this point more clearly, we also estimate equation (2). To
this end, we compute the circulation-weighted average number of ar-
ticles about a congressman in all papers, , as defined in the firstqcd

equality in equation (2). We then regress this on , definedCongruencecd

in equation (3). We do this for the full congressional district and the
congressional district by county. The results are shown in columns 3
and 4 of table 2, respectively. An increase in Congruence from zero to
one is associated with around 170 more articles about the congressman.
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TABLE 4
Voter Knowledge of House Representative

Baseline Within-
Race
(3)

Redistricting
(4)(1) (2)

Controls No Yes Yes Yes
Fixed effects Year State#year District#year State#year, county

Dependent Variable: ReadAboutIncumbent

Congruence .29 .42 .40 .30
(.08)*** (.09)*** (.12)*** (.09)***

Observations 8,985 8,985 8,985 8,985
2R .12 .22 .24 .18

Dependent Variable: NameRecall

Congruence .28 .35 .42 .27
(.07)*** (.07)*** (.07)*** (.06)***

Observations 14,139 14,139 14,139 14,139
2R .16 .27 .30 .24

Dependent Variable: NameRecognition

Congruence .04 .08 .10 .07
(.05) (.05) (.06)* (.06)

Observations 9,624 9,624 9,624 9,624
2R .27 .39 .42 .31

Dependent Variable: FeelingThermometerProvided

Congruence .21 .20 .19 .29
(.05)*** (.06)*** (.07)*** (.09)***

Observations 12,459 12,459 12,459 12,459
2R .18 .25 .28 .19

Dependent Variable: IdeologicalRatingProvided

Congruence .22 .25 .30 .20
(.09)*** (.09)*** (.10)*** (.09)**

Observations 7,441 7,441 7,441 7,441
2R .18 .25 .27 .19

Dependent Variable: LikesOrDislikesProvided

Congruence .28 .26 .21 .30
(.08)*** (.09)*** (.09)** (.07)***

Observations 10,775 10,775 10,775 10,775
2R .17 .29 .32 .24

Note.—Results are from OLS regressions. Robust standard errors, clustered by county, are in parentheses.
* Significant at 10 percent.
** Significant at 5 percent.
*** Significant at 1 percent.

column are good measures of the causal effect of Congruence on voter
knowledge and news exposure. We extensively discuss identification con-
cerns here. As many similar concerns will arise again in later sections,
we will frequently refer back to this discussion for definitions of different
sets of control variables and different specifications.

Adding controls.—Political knowledge and news exposure are likely to
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TABLE 5
Placebo: General Political Knowledge

Dependent Variable

NameRecall
Senator

(1)

Feeling
Thermometer

Senator
(2)

KnowsHouse
Majority

(3)

KnowsSenate
Majority

(4)

Congruence .04 �.02 .00 .03
(.14) (.09) (.05) (.06)

Observations 5,337 6,441 14,153 14,146
2R .30 .22 .31 .27

Note.—Results are from OLS regressions. All regressions include state#year and incumbent fixed effects and controls
(“baseline specification”). Robust standard errors, clustered by county, are in parentheses.

corresponding to NameRecall and FeelingThermometerProvided for
U.S. senators. Column 1 shows a regression on whether the respondent
can name at least one senator correctly (46 percent of the respondents
can). In column 2, the dependent variable is a dummy for whether the
respondent is willing to place the incumbent senator on a feeling ther-
mometer (91 percent are). We also check two other knowledge ques-
tions: whether the respondent knows which party had a majority in the
House before the election (56 percent correct) and which party had a
majority in the Senate (50 percent correct). The results show that Con-
gruence is not correlated with any of these measures of “non-district-
specific” political knowledge. This increases our confidence that the
positive correlations shown in table 4, between Congruence and district-
specific information, are not spurious.

Alternative mechanisms: television and radio or electoral campaigns?—Next,
we investigate whether the effect of Congruence mainly goes through
newspapers. The main alternative information sources are other media
and electoral campaign activities.

Newspaper markets and radio and television markets are both cen-
tered around large cities and towns. The two measures of Congruence
and TVCongruence, discussed in Section II, are fairly highly correlated,
with a correlation coefficient of .64.

We first evaluate how these two congruence measures explain differ-
ential media exposure. In the surveys conducted between 1982 and 1994,
the ANES asks respondents whether they have read about the incumbent
House representative in a newspaper or magazine (as mentioned before,
50 percent say they have) or heard about him or her on television (50
percent) or radio (25 percent). We constructed dummy variables for
positive responses to each of these three questions. Table 6 shows re-
gressions of these dummy variables on both Congruence and TVCon-
gruence. Column 1 shows that Congruence, but not TVCongruence, is
significantly positively correlated with respondents saying that they have
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TABLE 8
Voting Data: Summary Statistics

Variable Observations Mean
Standard
Deviation Minimum Maximum

Democratic vote share 17,312 48 19 0 100
Incumbent vote share 17,312 66 12 0 100
Congruence 17,312 .49 .3 0 1
House election turnout 9,553 41.1 9.1 1.4 99.9
Presidential election

turnout 9,553 42.3 8.7 4.1 101.9
Roll-off for House relative

to president 9,553 1.2 3.6 �53.3 54.4
House election turnout

(top of ticket) 999 31 9 5 71

TABLE 9
Roll-Off for House Relative to President

Baseline Within-Race Redistricting

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

Congruence �.75 �.64 �.75 �.70 �.86 �.81
(.13)*** (.13)*** (.13)*** (.13)*** (.42)** (.42)*

Presidential
election
turnout .08 .12 .07 .10 .17 .18

(.01)*** (.01)*** (.01)*** (.01)*** (.02)*** (.02)***
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes
Fixed effects State#

year
State#

year
District
#year

District
#year

State#
year,

county

State#
year,

county
Observations 9,553 9,553 9,553 9,553 9,553 9,553

2R .42 .45 .57 .58 .64 .65

Note.—Results are from OLS regressions. The unit of observation is county by district by election. Standard errors,
clustered by county, are in parentheses.

* Significant at 10 percent.
** Significant at 5 percent.
*** Significant at 1 percent.

coverage driven by Congruence is specific to the congressional district.
The coefficient on Congruence was never significant and was positive
half of the time. For example, in the baseline specification with controls,
the estimate was �0.18 with a standard error of 0.31.

In terms of magnitude, the estimates for the House imply that an
increase in Congruence from zero to one is associated with a 0.7 percent
fall in the roll-off in the baseline specification estimates. This is more
or less what one would have guessed by looking at the graph of these
variables shown in figure 1e. The effect amounts to roughly two-thirds
of the average 1.1 percent roll-off in presidential election years. Again,
we can relate this effect to the number of newspaper stories. Our es-
timates suggest that it would take around 265 news stories about a House
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TABLE 10
Incumbent and Challenger Effects

Read about Name Recall

Incumbent Challenger Incumbent Challenger

Congruence .38 .05 .34 .11
(.12)*** (.10) (.09)*** (.05)**

Observations 5,945 5,930 10,424 10,424
2R .24 .29 .29 .30

Note.—Results are from OLS regressions. Subsample is contested elections. All regressions include state#year and
incumbent fixed effects and controls (“baseline specification”). Robust standard errors, clustered by county, are in
parentheses.

* Significant at 10 percent.
** Significant at 5 percent.
*** Significant at 1 percent.

The incumbency advantage may also increase if media coverage of in-
cumbents is biased toward positive news or if media provide more precise
information about incumbents and voters are risk averse. Finally,
changes in representatives’ behavior induced by media coverage may
influence voter support (more on this in Sec. V).

Using the ANES survey data, we first analyze whether newspapers
differentially inform voters about challengers and incumbents. This can
be done since the ANES records separately whether respondents cor-
rectly recalled the names of both the incumbent and the challenger
running in their district. The ANES also records separately whether
respondents report having read about the incumbent or the challenger.
We created dummy variables for each of these four items. Incumbents
are better known than challengers, and more people read about them.
In contested elections with an incumbent running for reelection, about
50 percent of the respondents say that they have read about the incum-
bent, compared to 17 percent for the challenger; and about 29 percent
can correctly name the incumbent, compared to 11 percent for the
challenger.

What is the impact of the extra newspaper coverage driven by Con-
gruence? We analyze this using data from all House elections for 1984–
2004, except 1996, for which we do not have data.

Table 10 shows the results from regressions of the “read about” and
name recall dummy variables on Congruence. Higher Congruence sig-
nificantly increases both incumbent and challenger name recall. How-
ever, the effects are larger for incumbents than for challengers (0.34 as
compared to 0.11). Moreover, while higher Congruence also signifi-
cantly increases the probability of reading about the incumbent, it ap-
pears to have little effect on reading about challengers.

We now turn to voting data to see whether incumbents receive more
vote support in highly congruent areas. Following the previous litera-
ture, we measure the incumbency advantage by regressing the Demo-
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Incumbency Advantage

Dependent Variable: Democratic Percentage of Two-Party Vote

Levitt and Wolfram Baseline Within-Race Redistricting

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

Incumbent 9.21 10.17 8.29 9.32 10.82 12.49
(.23)*** (.27)*** (1.39)*** (1.25)*** (1.92)*** (1.78)***

Incumbent#Congruence .66 .67 1.13 .77 .60 .74 1.49 1.25
(.27)** (.26)*** (.30)*** (.30)** (.26)** (.26)*** (.46)*** (.44)***

Congruence .82 .78 1.81 1.56 .65 .67 2.59 2.55
(.28)*** (.27)*** (.31)*** (.30)*** (.27)** (.26)*** (.74)*** (.73)***

Presidential vote share .74 .74 .66 .67 .76 .75 .61 .59
(.01)*** (.01)*** (.01)*** (.01)*** (.01)*** (.01)*** (.02)*** (.02)***

Democratic incumbent 1.35 .61 �1.19 �2.48
(1.38) (1.25) (1.92) (1.77)

Lagged Democratic vote 22.90 20.13 19.15 16.77
(1.11)*** (1.13)*** (1.42)*** (1.40)***

Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Fixed effects State#year,

district#plan
State#year,

district#plan
State#year State#year District

#year
District
#year

State#year,
county

State#year,
county

Observations 17,312 17,312 14,227 14,227 14,227 14,227 14,227 14,227
2R .89 .90 .86 .87 .94 .95 .91 .92

Note.—Results are from OLS regressions. The unit of observation is county by district by election. Standard errors, clustered by county, are in parentheses.
* Significant at 10 percent.
** Significant at 5 percent.
*** Significant at 1 percent.
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TABLE 13
Dependent Variable: Number of Witness Appearances before Congressional

Hearings

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Congruence .41 .42 .41 .43 .41 .44 .38
(.17)** (.16)*** (.15)*** (.21)** (.18)** (.23)* (.22)*

District
controls X X X X X X X

Race and rep-
resentative
controls X X X X X

Fixed effects State,
year

State,
year

State,
year

District,
year

Rep.,
year

State,
year

State,
year

Estimation
procedure Poisson NB NB NB NB Poisson NB

Appearance
before
committee

All All All All All Appr.,
W&M

Appr.,
W&M

Observations 4,890 4,890 4,890 4,890 4,890 4,890 4,890

Note.—Estimation procedure: NB p negative binomial regression; PoissonpPoisson regression. The unit of obser-
vation is House representative by congressional session. Appearance before committee: Appr. p Appropriations; W&M
p Ways and Means. Standard errors, clustered by congressional district, are in parentheses.

* Significant at 10 percent.
** Significant at 5 percent.
*** Significant at 1 percent.

stand witness before hearings in these committees 1.7 times per con-
gress, on average.

We want to investigate whether the extra news coverage in highly
congruent districts induces representatives to stand witness more often.
First, we run a Poisson regression of Witness on Congruence, including
our district controls and state and year fixed effects. The results are
shown in column 1 of table 13. The coefficient on Congruence in the
district is significant and positive. Column 2 shows the results from
estimating the same specification using a negative binomial regression
(the goodness-of-fit test rejects the Poisson specification). Column 3
adds the representative and race controls. Column 4 adds district fixed
effects to that specification, and column 5 instead adds representative
fixed effects. Columns 6 and 7 show the results from regressions on
witness appearances before the Appropriations and Ways and Means
committees only.

The estimated effects are sizable. The point estimate of 0.41 implies
that an increase in Congruence from zero to one increases witness
appearances by 41 percent, or 1.6 appearances by congress. This is
roughly what one might conclude by looking at figure 1f, which plots
this relationship. A change from zero to one is extreme. However, an
increase of one standard deviation increases representative appearances
by 10 percent, or 0.4 appearance before all committees. The estimates
imply that one additional witness appearance is associated with an ex-
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TABLE 14
Committee Assignments

Dependent Variable

Distributive Committee
Assignment

Policy Committee
Assignment

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

Congruence .41 .15 .05 �.18 �.07 �.21
(.07)*** (.09) (.08) (.06)*** (.08) (.07)***

Controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Fixed effects State

#year
State

#year
Year,

district
State

#year
State

#year
Year,

district
Observations 4,508 4,508 4,508 4,771 4,771 4,771

2R .18 .37 .56 .12 .24 .54

Note.—Results are from OLS regressions. The unit of observation is House representative by congressional session.
Standard errors clustered by House representative are in parentheses.

* Significant at 10 percent.
** Significant at 5 percent.
*** Significant at 1 percent.

positively and significantly correlated with DistribComm, including only
fixed effects for each year-state combination. In all specifications, the
standard errors are clustered by representative. However, when we add
the district, representative, and race controls, Congruence loses signif-
icance (see col. 2). Column 4 uses district fixed effects with controls.
Congruence is insignificant in this specification. Columns 4–6 replace
DistribComm with PolicyComm as the dependent variable. Policy com-
mittee assignments are negatively correlated with Congruence and sig-
nificantly so in all specifications but one.

To sum up, we find weak evidence that Congruence affects committee
assignments. Congruence is negatively correlated with being on a policy
committee, but this relationship is significant in only some specifica-
tions. The effect of being on a distributive committee is positive but
insignificant except in the most basic specification. This might reflect
a low statistical power because of the high persistence in assignments.
The variable DistribComm changes between congresses for only 7 per-
cent of the representatives. A larger fraction, 22 percent, of represen-
tatives change their PolicyComm value between congresses.

D. Roll Call Voting

Jack Brooks’s vote in favor of gun control was in step with his party’s
leadership, but not with his constituency. In general, when determining
whether to vote for or against a particular bill, elected officials must
balance the wishes of the overall electorate, specific constituencies
within the electorate, pressure from party leaders within the Congress,
and their own ideology. We hypothesize that representatives in more
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TABLE 15
Dependent Variable: Percentage of Roll Call Votes with Party Leadership

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

Congruence �5.38 �4.75 �4.65 �6.75 �3.27
(2.06)*** (2.03)** (2.21)** (2.63)** (1.40)**

District controls X X X X X
Race and represen-

tative controls X X X X
Fixed effects State,

year
State,
year

State#
year

District,
state#

year

Rep.,
state#

year
Observations 4,534 4,534 4,534 4,534 4,534

2R .19 .32 .38 .68 .91

Note.—Results are from OLS regressions. The unit of observation is House representative by congressional session.
Standard errors, clustered by congressional district, are in parentheses.

* Significant at 10 percent.
** Significant at 5 percent.
*** Significant at 1 percent.

congruent districts vote more in line with constituency interests because
their constituencies are better able to monitor them. Since constituency
and party leadership interests sometimes diverge, this implies that rep-
resentatives in these districts vote less frequently with their party
leadership.

We first investigate this party loyalty in roll call voting. We define the
variable PartyLoyalty as the percentage of all roll call votes during each
congress in which the representative votes in the same way as a majority
of the party leadership.26 We have data on party loyalty from 1982 to
2002. The mean of PartyLoyalty is 84 percent. Figure 1g shows graph-
ically how PartyLoyalty declines with Congruence.

To explore this relationship more carefully, we regressed PartyLoyalty
on Congruence. Table 15 reports the results. The regression in column
1 includes our district controls as well as state and year fixed effects.
The specification in column 2 adds the race and representative controls,
and that in column 3 adds state by year fixed effects. Columns 4 and 5
adds fixed effects for the congressional district and House representa-
tive, respectively.

The estimated coefficient on Congruence is always negative and sta-
tistically significant at the 5 percent level. We estimate that a one-stan-
dard-deviation increase in Congruence lowers PartyLoyalty by 1 percent.
This amounts to around 10 extra roll call votes against the party lead-
ership since the average congressman cast slightly less than a thousand
votes per congress during our sample period. We can again relate this
to the number of articles generated by Congruence. Four exogenously

26 Our definition of party leaders includes the speaker, the party leaders, whips, and
caucus chairs and the chairs of the Democratic National Convention Committee and the
Republican National Convention Committee.
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