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 There is great debate in the literature on campaigns and elections as to what factors affect 

voter turnout and vote choice.  Within this debate, there is a smaller debate as to the effects of 

campaign advertising on political interest, political knowledge, turnout, and vote choice.   While 

much of the literature has centered on the impact of the tone of ads – whether they are negative 

or positive, another strand has sought to determine whether the issue content of campaigns 

affects voters.  Specifically, Vincent Hutchings, in his 2003 book Public Opinion and 

Democratic Accountability: How Citizens Learn about Politics, argues that “issue publics,” or 

“sleeping giants,” are awakened by political campaigns that emphasize their interests.  While 

Hutchings found some support for his thesis, he was limited to a three-state 1998 National 

Election Study pilot survey. 

 The publication of more recent data allows for variations of this thesis to be subjected to 

more rigorous empirical testing.  Specifically, the effects of campaign advertisements on 

individuals can be assessed within Hutchings’ framework, using the 2004 National Annenberg 

Election Survey (NAES) General Election Panel Study and the 2004 Wisconsin Advertising 

Project.  I hypothesize that exposure to campaign ads on issue(s) a respondent identifies as “the 

most important problem” facing the nation boosts his or her likelihood to turn out to vote.  The 

paper proceeds as follows: first, I provide a brief review of the relevant literature on participation 

and representation, voter turnout, campaigns, and campaign advertising.  Next, I describe the 

data and method, and then present and discuss the results, which lend support to my thesis.   

Finally, I offer some thoughts for how to better specify the model and I outline a strategy for 

future work. 
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Participation and Representative Democracy 

 Participation is central to the notion of representative democracy.  Elections are thought 

to serve as the means by which citizens’ preferences are translated into public policy.  Recent 

research has found that voters’ preferences are better represented than nonvoters’ preferences in 

the Senate (Griffin and Newman 2005).  This, of course, makes sense if we consider reelection to 

be a primary goal of politicians (Mayhew 1974).  If reelection is a goal, politicians are more 

likely to respond to those who they think will actually use the power of the ballot to either 

support or punish them. 

 If voting is a key mechanism to influencing policy then participation is crucial and low 

voter turnout is cause for alarm.  For those who contend that participation is central to the 

healthy operation of democracy, the ideal electorate is informed, engaged and attentive 

(Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee 1954; Dalager 1996).  That is, citizens understand 

candidates’ positions on different issues of public policy.  They participate in the political 

process, above all, through voting, and they are attentive to what elected officials do as they 

serve in office, so that they can punish or reward them at the ballot box.  The United States’ 

electorate does not nearly live up to the “model” representative democracy.  Many are 

uninformed, unengaged, and inattentive (Bennett 1995; Smith 1989; Mann and Wolfinger 1980; 

Zaller 1992).  In short, Americans “fail to meet the dictates of even the most charitable versions 

of democratic theory” (Freedman, Franz, and Goldstein 2004).  Much research in political 

science focuses on diagnosing these problems of the American electorate and offering potential 

cures for its malaises.   

 The literature on mass opinion demonstrates that Americans know very little about their 

representatives’ names and parties, let alone their stances on issues and voting records.   Zaller 
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(1992) found that less than half of Americans knew the name and party affiliation of their 

representative in Congress, and just barely a majority knew the same information about a senator 

seeking reelection in their state.  Since being informed about politics requires having access to 

information, we might conclude that Americans are unable to recall these facts because they are 

not exposed to political matters.  Zaller and others argue, and we can confirm by simply 

surveying citizens’ environments, that this is not the case.  Instead, citizens are overwhelmed 

with information.  Dalager (1996, 509) confirms: “In today’s complex, technologically advanced 

society, the voter is saturated with political information from the political parties, special 

interested groups, campaigns, candidates, and the news media for many months before election 

day.”  The problem, then, is not that citizen lack access to information, but rather that for a 

variety of reasons, they are simply not receptive to it.  It is important, then, to determine the 

factors that make citizens receptive to political information.  I contend that exposure to 

campaigns emphasizing issues a candidate cares about may be one such factor. 

 

How Do People Come to the Decision to Vote? 

 In this paper, I attempt to shed light on yet another factor that influences the decision to 

vote, and so first it is necessary to situate my research in the wide literature on voter turnout and 

vote choice.  Those who study voting often rely on some variation of the “calculus of voting,” or 

rational choice model.  These models assume that individuals are rational actors, who participate 

through voting or other forms of participation when the benefits of doing so outweigh the costs.  

Using this framework, I hypothesize that campaign advertisements, particularly those that 

discuss issues an individual cares about, decrease the (informational) costs of voting and to an 
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even greater degree increase the perceived benefits (i.e. the thinking that important issues will be 

addressed if “candidate x” is elected to office). 

  Many have argued that the costs of voting are low, though relatively higher in the United 

States than in many countries around the world (Rosenstone and Hansen 1993).  Registering is 

not too difficult or time consuming.  The actual act of voting does not take very long, polling 

places are usually nearby, and the cost of deciding between candidates is not very high since 

party affiliation is in most cases attached to the names of candidates on the ballot and a majority 

of citizens still have partisan leanings, though weaker than in the past (Aldrich 1993; Niemi 

1976).  Despite the already low costs of voting, numerous studies have shown that further 

decreasing the institutional costs (such as Motor Voter or early voting) does produce moderately 

higher aggregate levels of turnout (Highton and Wolfinger 1998; Timpone 1998).  However, 

these scholars tend to admit that the effects of lowering the institutional costs of voting are fairly 

minor, and others (e.g. Berinsky 2005) are even critical of these methods, demonstrating that 

these measures, which are intended to reduce the participation gap by socioeconomic status, 

actually yield the opposite effect.  Berinsky (2005, 473) concludes that “political information and 

interest, not the high tangible costs of the act of voting, are the real barriers to a truly democratic 

voting public.”  He suggests that “instead of making it incrementally easier for citizens to 

participate in politics, we should make people want to participate” (484). 

 Berinsky’s statement points to the possible importance of political information and 

political interest for voting.  Verba, Schlozman, and Brady (1995, 358-361) find evidence for this 

claim.  They find that political interest, political information, and political efficacy all affect the 

likelihood that a person will turn out to vote.  Interestingly, they find that education, which is 

traditionally a strong correlate of voting, is insignificant.  From this, they conclude that a 
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person’s level of knowledge per se does not directly affect their likelihood of voting, but rather, 

it affects it through their interest in and knowledge of politics.  In a separate piece (Brady, Verba, 

and Schlozman 1995, 283), they comment that previous research (e.g. Rosenstone and Hansen 

1993; Nie et al. 1996) has “substantially underestimated the impact of interest and overestimated 

the direct impact of education.”  From this, there is a preliminary reason to think that an 

individual’s level of interest in politics might rise as a result of exposure to campaigns that deal 

with issues he or she cares about.  Additionally, Verba et al. (1995, 115) also find that when 

asked the question, why did you chose to vote, 61 percent of voters mentioned that at least part 

of their reasoning was to try to influence government policy.  This evidence also supports the 

hypothesis that subjection to campaigns dealing with issues a person cares about might boost 

one’s likelihood to participate.  If a potential voter does not see candidates addressing the issues 

that “really matter,” they may be less likely to vote in order to influence policy.     

Arguably, individuals apply the same rational calculus to receiving and processing 

information as they do to voting or performing other political acts.  Where their interests 

(subjectively defined) or the issues they care about are involved, they are more likely to be 

receptive to and process information (Kinder 1998).  Hence, they are more likely to tune into 

campaign advertisements on issues they care about than those on issues they do not.  Exposure to 

ads on issues a person cares about may lead one to perceive an election as being more important, 

which in turn might lead a person to turn out when he or she may not have otherwise.  Before 

discussing these expectations in greater detail, it is important to review the literature on 

campaign advertising. 
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Does Campaign Advertising Matter?  

 In today’s campaign world, candidates and parties spend fewer of their resources on 

canvassing and more on mass communication, especially television (Kinder 2003, 375).  Thus, 

attention to campaign advertising is not unwarranted.  Scholars, however, are divided, as to the 

direction of the effect of campaign advertisements.  Many view debates, speeches, and policy 

papers in a positive light, as they are thought to paint accurate pictures of candidates and their 

positions.  These same scholars view campaign advertisements in a negative light.  They think 

campaign advertisements distort the facts and mislead the public.  Ansolabehere and his 

colleagues, through a series of experiments, have found that “attack advertising” leads to a lower 

senses of political efficacy and a lower propensity to vote, especially among independents 

(Ansolabehere and Iyengar 1995; Ansolabehere, Iyengar, and Simon 1999; Ansolobehere, 

Iyengar, Simon, and Valentino 1994).  These scholars believe that political advertising at worst 

repulses average Americans and at the very least has nothing to offer in creating an informed and 

engaged electorate. 

 To counter the notion that campaigns have “gone negative,” others point out that 

campaigns today may be no more negative today than in the past (Freedman, Franz, and 

Goldstein 2004; West 1993).  They also argue that negative ads can inform and motivate voters.  

Many scholars have argued that campaign advertisements contain informational content from 

which citizens can learn because they clarify important differences between candidates (Brians 

and Wattenberg 1996; Dalager 1996; Just, Crigler, and Wallach 1990; Kahn and Kenney 2000).  

In fact, rather than demobilizing, negative advertising has been found to mobilize voters (Finkel 

and Geer 1998; Freedman and Goldstein 1999; Lau, Sielman, Heldman, and Babbitt 1999; 

Wattenberg and Brians 1999).  Goldstein and Freedman (2002, 723) summarize this counter: 
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“rather than turning voters away from politics, campaign criticism may actually increase 

citizens’ political engagement by raising issues that are important to voters and sending the 

message that something significant is at stake in a given election.”  However, these studies were 

not conclusive, as they were limited to self-reported survey responses on exposure or archival 

data that did not always contain all ads for a given campaign and, even more importantly, did not 

contain how frequently each ad was aired (Goldstein and Freedman 2002).  In addition, the ads 

made for a given campaign could not be broken down by the individuals actually exposed to 

them, which is important since campaign advertisements are aired at the media market level. 

 With the introduction what is now the Wisconsin Advertising Project, Goldstein and 

Freedman (2002) achieved vastly superior measures of ad exposure.  Overall they find that 

turnout decreases slightly with the overall volume of ads.  Regarding negative advertising, they 

find that negative campaign ads stimulate voter turnout, while positive ads have no significant 

effect.  These findings are particularly compelling because the authors match individuals with the 

specific negative and positive ads to which they are exposed, while also accounting for their 

television viewing habits.  Freedman et al. (2004) add to this, arguing that campaign ads, while 

containing an informational component, also often contain an emotional component.   They can 

rouse many emotions in a person, ranging from excitement to outrage.  These scholars argue that 

citizens are likely to become engaged and participate because of both the informational and 

emotional boosts given by exposure to ads.  They find that exposure to campaign ads could 

bolster a person’s likelihood to turn out by as much as 10%.   There is also work to suggest that 

the issues campaign advertisements address may matter. 
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Sleeping Giants 

 Hutchings (2003) argues that campaign context affects participation levels.  In his work, 

he argues that “issue publics,” or what he calls “sleeping giants,” are awakened by political 

campaigns that emphasize their interests.   That is, groups that are concerned with particular 

issues pay attention to a campaign when their issues are prominent in campaigns.  Hutchings 

demonstrates that a group of citizens concerned with a particular issue and exposed to a political 

campaign that emphasizes that issue, are more likely to be informed about candidates’ positions.1  

He found that women and Christian fundamentalists were more likely to notice when abortion 

became prominent in the campaign.  Additionally, union members and their families were more 

likely to notice when labor issues became a prominent campaign theme.  For all of these groups, 

Hutchings contends that their interest was sparked by campaigns concerned with their issues: “It 

is true that most citizens, even those interested in a particular issue, are not routinely attentive to 

their incumbent’s stand on that issue.  Still, when the issue is raised, interested voters become 

informed and are able to evaluate their incumbent based on reasonably accurate knowledge of his 

or her voting record” (2003, 88).  Thus, “sleeping giants” are awakened by political campaigns 

that emphasize the issues they care about.   

 Hutchings tries to push his argument further by positing that “sleeping giants” should 

also tend to vote at higher rates when their issues are emphasized in campaigns.  This is 

supported by the theory that if a person is more informed he or she is also more likely to turn out 

to vote.  To his own surprise, Hutchings does not find strong support for his argument.  He was, 

however, extremely limited with regards to data, using a 1998 National Election Study pilot 

survey that incorporated only three states.  Issues were categorized as being of a low, medium, or 

                                                 
1 He uses only aggregate-level data, comparing various groups across elections.  
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high level of prominence in the campaign.  He then compared turnout rates of “issue publics” 

across elections.  He found some evidence that union members and to a lesser degree, their 

family members, are more likely to turn out when their issues are emphasized in a campaign.  He 

found no support regarding his other “issue publics,” women and Christian fundamentalists on 

abortion and men on defense.  He concludes that “respondents with formal group affiliations are 

best positioned to take advantage of favorable issue environments” (128).  From this, one could 

conclude that the mobilization efforts of formal organizations are what drive increased turnout 

for such issues.  One could alternately conclude, however, that Hutchings simply did not have 

access to data that would allow him to fully address the question.   

If campaign advertisements have the ability to inform citizens and incite them to action, 

Hutchings’ logic for groups should also apply to individuals.  I contend that individuals who 

think an issue is important are more likely to pay attention to political ads regarding that issue.  

In the same way that a sports enthusiast may be inclined to pay attention to a commercial that his 

or her favorite athlete appears in, the attention of a person interested in a particular issue may be 

captured by a campaign ad for the same issue.  This in turn might lead to the perception that the 

election is more important, which in turn might increase a person’s propensity to turn out to vote.  

 

Data and Analysis 

This model builds on past models of voting in the literature (e.g. Rosenstone and Hansen 

1993; Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1980) and most closely resembles the particular model of 

Goldstein and Freedman (2002).  I marry the 2004 NAES panel study to the 2004 Wisconsin 

Advertising Project in order to construct a measure of ad exposure on issues of personal salience.  

The Wisconsin Advertising Project obtained campaign ad data from the Campaign Media 
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Analysis Group (CMAG) for the top 100 media markets during the 2004 campaign.  CMAG uses 

“Ad Detector” technology to track every time an advertisement is aired.  Thus, I have data that 

includes every time a campaign advertisement aired during the 2004 campaigns in the top 100 

media markets.  The NAES panel study contains 8,664 respondents, 7,191 (83 percent) of whom 

live in the media markets covered by the Wisconsin Advertising project.  I use the NAES panel 

study because it allows me to more clearly identify the campaigns themselves as the cause of 

variation among respondents than the cross-sectional study.  Still, I must control for a variety of 

other factors that contribute to voter turnout.   

The standard individual-level correlates of voter turnout include age (ranging from 18 to 

97), education (on a 9 point scale with higher values corresponding to greater education), income 

(on a 9 point scale with higher values corresponding to larger income), sex (dichotomous, where 

1 is female), race (dichotomous, where 1 is white), marital status (dichotomous, where 1 is 

married), church attendance (on a 5 point with higher values corresponding to more frequent 

attendance), years at current residence (on a 3 point scale where higher values correspond to 

longer tenure), strength of partisanship (on a 3 point scale with greater values corresponding to 

stronger partisanship), interest in politics (on a 4 point scale with higher values corresponding to 

greater interest), newspaper readership (ranging from 0 to 7 days of the week), and mobilizing 

contact from parties or other groups (dichotomous, where 1 is mobilized).  I also control for the 

number of salient issues a respondent identifies on the “most important problem” question 

(ranging from 0 to 5).  All of these are included on the NAES and their question wording, as well 

as their full coding, is provided in the appendix, along with the same information regarding the 

other variables used in this study. 
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The model also includes two other sets of variables, which individuals share with 

members of their congressional district and media market, respectively.  The first set includes a 

measure that accounts for the voter registration closing date in a respondents’ state (on a three 

point scale with higher values corresponding to later closing dates), as well as measures for the 

competitiveness of each election in a person’s congressional district, including House, Senate, 

Gubernatorial, and Presidential (constructed from vote margins and ranging on a continuous 

scale from 0 to 1). 

The second set of group-level variables includes measures of advertisement exposure.  I 

include separate measures for positive ad exposure and negative ad exposure, since the literature 

is divided regarding the expectations for each.  In addition, I include a measure of total ad 

exposure.  To make the measures of ad exposure as accurate as possible I multiple each of these 

ad variables by a scale that measures the frequency of television viewing (ranges from 0 to 1 on a 

continuous scale) for each individual in the sample.  This is necessary since those who watch 

more television are more likely to be exposed to campaign ads.  This scale is imperfect, as 

political ads are aired during a variety of programs and the NAES only asks whether respondents 

watch news programs (network, cable, and local), but it is the best available data.  The resultant 

measure of total ad exposure ranges from 0 to 37,924, with a mean of 5,016.  Positive ad 

exposure ranges from 0 to 16,315, with a mean of 2, 133, and negative ad exposure ranges from 

0 to 13,819, with a mean of 2,127.   

The principle explanatory variable measures exposure to advertisements on issue(s) 

which a person has deemed the “most important problem” facing the nation in the NAES.  

Exposure to personally salient ads is the logged value of the number of ads aired in an 

individuals’ media market on his or her most important issue(s) multiplied by the TV viewing 
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scale.  This value ranges from 0 to 9.09, with a mean of 1.7.  An important limitation of this 

study should be noted here.  The presidential ad data for 2004 is not yet available, so the present 

measures include exposure only to advertisements for House, Senate, and Gubernatorial races.  

Yet, estimates can be produced despite this limitation, and arguably, the effect should be more 

pronounced when presidential ad data is included.    

 

Results 

For a first cut at the data I use a logit model to estimate the effect of exposure to 

personally salient ads on voter turnout.  I cluster the standard errors by media market, since there 

are multiple levels of aggregation, while recognizing that future iterations of this paper should 

potentially make use of hierarchical linear modeling.  As in other surveys, turnout is drastically 

over-reported in the NAES panel study, with 90.2% of participants reporting that they did in fact 

vote, which is around 30 points higher than actual turnout.  In the NAES cross-sectional study, 

84.9% of respondents reported turning out to vote.  This does not necessarily mean that the panel 

respondents were more prone to lying.  It could mean that the kinds of people who are willing to 

participate in two extensive surveys are the same kinds of people who vote at higher than normal 

rates.  It could also mean that participation in the pre-election survey itself spawned electoral 

participation.  Whatever the reason, over-reporting does make it more difficult to find an effect, 

as there is little room for variation.  Still, significant results do emerge.  All else equal, exposure 

to personally salient ads contributes to higher turnout (see Table 1 for complete model results).  
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Table 1. 

Voting in 2004  
 Coefficient 

Age .019 (.004)*** 
Education .252 (.037)*** 
Income .172 (.039)*** 
Sex .121 (.149) 
Race  .163 (.218) 
Marital Status .081 (.130) 
Church Attendance .249 (.053)*** 
Years at Current Residence .604 (.142)*** 
Strength of Partisanship .427 (.070)*** 
Interest in Politics .570 (.076)*** 
Newspaper Readership .054 (.024)** 
Mobilizing Contact .395 (.209)* 
Salient issues -.121 (.126) 
Voter Registration Closing Date .337 (.106)** 
House Competitiveness .333 (.281) 
Senate Competitiveness .103 (.204) 
Gubernatorial Competitiveness -.034 (.213) 
Presidential Competitiveness .928 (.711) 
Positive Ad Exposure -.000 (.000) 
Negative Ad Exposure -.000 (.000) 
Total Ad Exposure .000 (.000) 
Exposure to Personally Salient Ads .093 (.040)** 
Constant -6.060 (.715)*** 
Standard errors in parentheses. 
*indicates significance at .10 level 
**indicates significance at .05 level 
***indicates significance at .01 level 

N=3952 
Pseudo R2=.250 

 

Most of the traditional controls are significant and in the expected direction.  

Interestingly, though, the measures for electoral competition, as well as those for positive, 

negative, and total advertising, are all insignificant.  The latter may be due to the fact that 
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presidential ad data are not included.   However, there is a significant effect for campaign 

advertising on issues a respondent views as important.  To judge the magnitude of the effect it is 

necessary to generate predicted probabilities for a baseline respondent.  These are reported in 

Table 2.    

 

Table 2. 

Predicted Probabilities of Voting  
 MinimumMaximum Difference  

Age 91.3 97.9 +6.6  

Education 84.4 97.7 +13.3  

Income 89.1 97.0 +7.9  

Church Attendance 92.1 97.0 +4.9  

Years at Current Residence 91.1 95.1 +4.0  

Strength of Partisanship 89.1 96.8 +7.7  

Interest in Politics 86.0 97.2 +11.2  

Newspaper Readership 93.7 95.6 +1.9  

Mobilizing Contact 95.1 96.7 +1.6  

Voter Registration Closing Date 95.1 97.4 +2.3  

Exposure to Personally Salient Ads 95.0 97.6 +2.6  

 
Note: 100,000 simulations performed for each using Clarify Software 
 

 

  

The baseline respondent is white, male, unmarried, has not been mobilized by any group 

or individual, and is average with respect to all other variables (medians are used).  Table 2 

includes each of the significant variables and shows the shift in the predicted probability of 

voting for the baseline respondent when all is held constant except the variable being tested, 

which is moved from its minimum to its maximum.  As can be seen in the table, the greatest 

effects are reserved for education and interest in politics.  In comparison to these, the effect of 

salient campaign advertisements might seem trivial.  However, the effect is greater than being 
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mobilized by a party, group, or individual, and is also greater than the effect of reading the 

newspaper everyday rather than never.  Thus, these findings are substantively significant.  There 

is also reason to believe that the effect will be larger once presidential ad data are included. 

  

Conclusion and Direction for Future Research 

I have argued that participation is central to the notion of democracy because it is through 

elections that citizens communicate their preferences to government.  Since it has been 

demonstrated that voters are better represented than nonvoters, declining voter turnout is of 

particular concern.  If citizens need to become at least minimally informed in order to participate, 

then increasing citizen awareness should be a high priority for those concerned with the 

representativeness of American democracy.   

The results of this paper lend general support to the thesis that exposure to campaign 

advertisements on issues a person cares about will increase his or her propensity to turn out.  In 

the next iterations of this paper, in addition to including presidential ad data when it becomes 

available, I intend to fit the data using hierarchical linear modeling, while also subjecting it to 

more rigorous testing in order to be sure the findings are robust.  These findings might also be 

replicated using other surveys, such as the American National Election Study (NES) and/or the 

NAES for the 2000 election.  

In addition, testing the mechanisms through which the effect takes place might also be 

important.  In this paper I have speculated that there may be two processes at work. First, ads of 

personal salience might provide more information than other ads because individuals are more 

receptive to them.  Having more information makes it easier to participate, and so one’s 

propensity to turn out would increase.  The second process I have speculated on goes as follows: 
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exposure to ads of personal salience causes an individual to perceive the election as being more 

important than he or she otherwise would have.  If a person thinks an election is important, he or 

she will be more likely to turn out.   While these two processes seem plausible, in the current 

paper I have not demonstrated that they are the processes at work.  My future work should try to 

test these hypotheses.  In addition, I could explore other dependent variables such as political 

knowledge, political interest, and other forms of political participation.  Does political activation 

by campaigns on issues of concern extend to other forms of participation?  When individuals are 

activated by campaign advertisements on important issues, does this lead them to become more 

knowledgeable and interested in politics in the future?  Panel studies are useful for exploring 

these variables because changes can be detected.  An especially useful avenue might be to use 

panel studies that span several elections.  The current paper has demonstrated an effect for 

personally salient ads on turnout, however using other dependent variables might provide good 

avenues for future research, especially because there is more variation for them.   
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Appendix: Question Wording and Response Coding 

Voter Turnout. (NAES rrc28) Question wording: “In talking with people about politics and 
elections, we often find that they do not get a chance to vote.  Did you happen to vote in the 
November election?” Coding: 1 for yes, 0 for no.  
 
Age. (NAES cwa02) Question wording: “What is your age?” Coding: Age in years. 
 
Education. (NAES cwa03) Question wording: “What is the last grade or class you completed in 
school?” Coding: Ranges from 1 (grade 8 or lower) to 9 (graduate or professional degree).   
 
Income. (NAES cwa04) Question wording: “Last year, what was the total income before taxes 
of all the people living in your house or apartment?” Coding: Ranges from 1 (less than $10,000) 
to 9 (more than $150,000). 
 
Sex. (NAES cwa01) Observed by interviewer. Coding: 1 if woman, 0 if man. 
 
Race. (NAES cwc03) Question wording: “What is your race—white, black, or African-
American, Asian, Native American or American Indian, or some other race?” Coding: 1 if white, 
0 otherwise. 
 
Marital Status. (NAES cwf07) Question wording: “Are you married, living as married, 
widowed, divorced, separated, or have you never been married?” Coding: 1 if married, 0 
otherwise. 
 
Church Attendance. (NAES cwd01) Question wording: “How often do you attend religious 
services, apart from special events like weddings and funerals—more than once a week, once a 
week, once or twice a month, a few times a year, or never?” Coding: Ranges from 0 (never) to 4 
(more than once a week). 
 
Years at Current Residence. (NAES cwc07) Question wording: “How many years have you 
lived at your present address?” Coding: 0 if less than six months, 1 if six months to one year, and 
2 if longer than one year. 
 
Strength of Partisanship. (NAES cma01, cma02, cma03) Question wording: “Generally 
speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Republican, a Democrat, an Independent, or 
something else?”  If Republican, Democrat, or Independent, “Do you consider yourself a strong 
or not a very strong (from cma01: Republican/Democrat/Independent)?”  If not a Republican or 
Democrat, “Do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican or Democratic Party?”  Coding: 
0 for pure Independent, 1 for leaner, 2 for weak partisan, 3 for strong partisan.   
 
Interest in Politics. (NAES cka01) Question wording: “Some people seem to follow what is 
going on in government and public affairs most of the time, whether there is an election or not.  
Others are not that interested, or are interested in other things.  Would you say you follow what 
is going on in government and public affairs most of the time, some of the time, only now and 
then, or hardly at all?” Coding: Ranges from 0 (hardly at all) to 3 (most times). 
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Newspaper Readership. (NAES cea10) Question Wording: “How many days in the past week 
did you read a daily newspaper?” Coding: 0 to 7. 
 
Mobilizing Contact. (NAES rfd09) Question Wording: “Did any political party, or other group 
or individual come to your house to remind you to vote on Nov. 2?” Coding: 1 for yes, 0 for no. 
 
Salient Issues. (NAES cca03, cca05) Question Wording: “In your opinion, what is the most 
important problem facing (our, the) country today?” Coding: 0 if no problems mentioned, 1 if 
one problem mentioned, up to 5 if five problems mentioned. 
 
Voter Registration Closing Date. (USElections.com) Coding: 0 if more than 10 days before the 
election, 1 if between 1 and 10 days before the election, and 2 if registration permitted on 
election day. 
 
Congressional District. (NAES cua01). Coding: Range from 101 to 5601. 
 
House Competitiveness. (Congressional Quarterly Weekly) Coding: Calculated by subtracting 
the margin of victory from 1. Range continuously from 0 for no competition to 1 for an electoral 
tie.   
 
Senate Competitiveness. (Congressional Quarterly Weekly) Coding: Calculated by subtracting 
the margin of victory from 1. Range continuously from 0 for no competition to 1 for an electoral 
tie.   
 
Gubernatorial Competitiveness. (Congressional Quarterly Weekly) Coding: Calculated by 
subtracting the margin of victory from 1. Range continuously from 0 for no competition to 1 for 
an electoral tie.   
 
Presidential Competitiveness. (USElectionAtlas.org) Coding: Calculated by subtracting the 
margin of victory from 1. Range continuously from 0 for no competition to 1 for an electoral tie. 
 
Television-Watching Scale. (NAES cea01, cea03, cea06) Question Wording: “How many days 
in the past week did you watch the national network news on TV?  By national network news, I 
mean Peter Jennings on ABC, Dan Rather on CBS, Tom Brokaw on NBC, and Jim Lehrer’s 
‘NewsHour’ on PBS.” “How many days in the past week did you watch a 24-hour cable news 
channel, such as CNN, Fox News Channel, or MSNBC?” “How many days in the past week did 
you watch local TV news, for example, ‘Eyewitness News’ or ‘Action News’?” Coding: An 
additive index is used and then standardized.  Range from 0 for no viewing to 1 for respondents 
who answer “7 days a week” to all three questions. 
 
Mediamarket. (NAES cwf14, WISCAD market) Coding: Range from 500 to 881. 

 
Positive Ad Exposure. (WISCAD ead_tone) Coding: Number of positive ads in respondent’s 
media market multiplied by the TV Watching Scale. 
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Negative Ad Exposure. (WISCAD ead_tone) Coding: Number of “attack” and “contrast” ads in 
respondents’ media market multiplied by the TV Watching Scale. 
 
Exposure to Personally Salient Ads. (WISCAD eeissu1, eissue2, eissue3, eissue4, NAES 
cca03, cca05) Coding: Calculated by taking the log of number of ads aired in a respondent’s 
media market concerning his or her salient issue(s) and multiplying this by the TV Watching 
Scale. These values range from 0 to 9.09.   
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