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A Data Construction Details

We use a variety of data sources in our empirical analysis. First, we draw on several data sets to
construct variables related to media exposure or media programming. Through the Lexis-Nexis
database, we obtain broadcast transcripts for the three major cable news outlets during our period
of study—namely, CNN, FNC, and MSNBC—by downloading all transcripts for each identifiable
cable news program for each of these channels in 2009 and 2010. Also, following Martin and
Yurukoglu (2017), we rely on the Nielsen FOCUS database to measure channel lineups by zip
code-year. For each cable system and year, the database records the availability and channel
positions of CNN, FNC, and MSNBC as well as the zip codes served by said system. Cable system
controls in our regression analyses, unless otherwise noted, include the total number of cable
channels available, the number of broadcast channels available, and whether a given cable system
provided FNC, MSNBC, or both. In addition, to acquire data on viewership by channel, we rely on
Nielsen Local TV (NLTV) database for daily ratings for CNN, FNC, and MSNBC by county, which
are constructed based on Nielsen’s survey of a rotating panel of households.

To shed light on how channel positions influence individual FNC viewership, we analyze Me-
diaMark Research’s Survey of the American Consumer from 2001 and 2009, which provides
rolling cross-sectional questionnaires on media consumption, demographics, and political activ-
ities. Specifically, we examine two sets of variables: 1) self-reported viewership (both binary
and in binned hours) of FNC, CNN, and MSNBC within a week prior to a respondent’s inter-
view date; and 2) self-reported race and ethnicity, gender, age group, household income category,
educational attainment, and left-right ideology.

To identify Republican candidates with affiliation to the Tea Party movement, we follow
Skocpol and Williamson (2012) and focus on House Republican candidates in 2010. Among
these candidates, we identify 173 of them as Tea Party candidates based on their membership in

the House Tea Party Caucus (48), or endorsements from Tea Party-affiliated activist organizations



such as FreedomWorks, Tea Party Express, Tea Party Nation, and the Independence Caucus during
the 2010 midterm elections (138).!

Among these Tea Party candidates, 40 of them were founding members of the House Tea Party
Caucus in 2010. We can thus construct a measure of the extent to which cable news content
resembled the congressional speeches given by these Tea Party-affiliated members of Congress
during the same election cycle. To this end, we downloaded the 2009-2010 Congressional Record
from the US Government Publishing Office’s website (http://gpo.gov).

For our analysis of the impact of Fox News on attendance at Tea Party rallies, we thank
Madestam et al. (2013) for generously sharing their replication data set, which includes county-
level attendance estimates for Tea Party rallies on Tax Day of 2009. In addition, Madestam et al.
(2013) show that rainfall on Tax Day was a strong predictor of smaller turnout at Tea Party rallies,
which served as an instrument for rally size to the study the effect of these rallies on subsequent
electoral support for the Republican party. Based on Madestam et al. (2013)’s findings, we include
data on whether it rained in a given county on Tax Day in 2009 as well as the prior probabilities
of rain by county as control variables in our analysis of Tea Party rallies. In this analysis, besides
county-aggregated cable system controls (i.e., MSNBC channel position, channel configuration,
the total number of channels on the cable system, and the number of broadcast channels on the
system by zip code), we also incorporate other control variables used in Madestam et al. (2013),
specifically county population deciles, region fixed effects, county demographics (i.e., income

distribution, unemployment levels and changes, population density, urbanity, racial and ethnic

'Endorsement data originate from Zernike et al. (2010). We include endorsements despite
their strategic nature (Bailey et al. 2012) not only for comparability with Skocpol and Williamson
(2012), but also because of their cue effects for Republican-leaning voters and donors (Gervais
and Taylor 2016). Also, we do not use candidates’ Tea Party salience in media to measure move-
ment strength (Gervais and Morris 2018) because it would bias both our descriptive analysis of

FNC candidate coverage and causal analysis of FNC exposure on support for Tea Party candidates.


http://gpo.gov

composition, foreign population), and voting outcomes from the 2006 House of Representatives
elections and the 2008 presidential elections by county.

We collect campaign contribution records from the Database on Ideology, Money in Politics,
and Elections (DIME) (Bonica 2019). Importantly, DIME reports not only all itemized contribu-
tions (including the self-disclosed addresses of contributors), but also time-invariant identifiers of
unique contributors. DIME thus allows us to calculate both the total dollar amount of itemized
contributions and the number of unique itemized contributors, by zip code, to Tea Party-affiliated
Republican candidates versus Republican candidates without such affiliations in the 2010 election
cycle.

We gather precinct-level voting data for House primary elections in 2010 that featured Tea
Party candidates, which is feasible for Arizona, California, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Louisiana,
Massachusetts, North Carolina, New Mexico, Ohio, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, Vermont,
Washington, and Wisconsin. We are able to retain 74 Tea Party candidates in our analysis of
primary elections. In addition, in order to spatially link precincts to the nearest zip codes (since
Nielsen data are recorded by zip codes), we use shape files provided by the Harvard Election Data
Archive (Ansolabehere et al. 2014) to aggregate precinct-level vote shares up to the zip code
level. Specifically, we compute the spatial coordinates of each precinct’s centroid and overlay
these coordinates onto the U.S. Census’ zip code shape files to identify the best matched zip code
for a given precinct.

Finally, unless noted otherwise, we collect demographic data at the zip code, county, and
congressional district level from the 2000 and 2010 U.S. Censuses. These include population size,
gender composition, age distribution, racial and ethnic makeup, household income by deciles,
education attainment levels, and urbanity status.

Table A.1 reports, for each Census demographic variable, its mean and standard deviation (the
latter in parentheses) for zip codes in our sample with matched precinct vote returns, respectively.
This table also includes standardized mean differences across these two types of zip codes as well

as the corresponding p-value.
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B Additional Figures for Content Analysis

B.1 Confidence Intervals For the Fraction of Words Spoken by

Tea Party and Mainstream Republican Candidates

Figure B.1.1 adds confidence intervals for the fraction of words spoken by Tea Party and main-
stream Republican candidates (e.g., the mean value of an indicator variable for the speaker of a
word appearing in the TV transcripts coming from the indicated group). We compute pointwise
confidence intervals for the mean in each month. Given the volume of text in a month of 24-hour
news coverage, confidence intervals on the fraction of words spoken by members of each group

are very tight.
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Figure B.1.1: The fraction of words spoken on each channel, by Tea Party members (top) and by
mainstream Republican candidates (bottom). Figure includes pointwise 90% confidence intervals
constructed using the t-distribution for the sample mean in each month.
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B.2 Estimated Topic Weights of Republican-Emphasized Topics

Figure B.2.1 visualizes the relative weight of issues focused by all Republican candidates in both

their appearances (top panel) and in cable news coverage (bottom panel).
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Figure B.2.1: Estimated topic
appearances (top) and all other cable content (bottom).
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B.3 Confidence Intervals For Tea Party and Republican Lan-

guage Scores By Channel

Figure B.3.1 shows confidence intervals for the overall mean value of the Tea Party and Republican
language scores on each of the channels. Confidence intervals follow the subsampling method
of Gentzkow et al. (2019): we draw 100 subsets (sampling without replacement) of speaker-
months, each of size 10% of the full data. We then run the multinomial inverse regression and the
forward regression to predict language scores on each subset, and use the resulting distribution
of estimates to construct confidence intervals. Intervals are centered around the estimated scores
on the full data. The confidence interval for FNC’s Tea Party score excludes the point estimates

for both CNN or MSNBC.
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Figure B.3.1: Confidence intervals for the average predicted Tea Party (top) and Republican (bot-
tom) language scores for each channel, aggregated over the entire period. Confidence intervals
are constructed using a subsampling method described in Gentzkow et al. (2019); see text for
details.
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C FNC Channel Positions and Viewership

How malleable were views on the Tea Party movement among people whose consumption of FNC
was sensitive to its channel position on cable systems? While we cannot definitely answer this
question given our lack of individual-level data that include both validated FNC viewership and
attitudes regarding the Tea Party movement, we can indirectly address this question by examining
how responsiveness to FNC’s channel positions varied by individual attributes, and the extent to
which salient individual attributes correspond to known demographics that predict support for
the movement. To that end, we examine data from MediaMark Research’s Survey of the American
Consumer, subsetting to respondents from 2001 to 2009 (all responses were collected prior to the
Tax Day rallies on 2009) who subscribed to a wired cable TV provider.? Importantly for our analy-
sis, MediaMark asks respondents to report both whether they watch CNN, MSNBC, and FNC at all
within the past week as well as how may hours they spent on each channel within the past week.
By merging in channel positions of FNC and MSNBC by zip code to respondent information, we
can examine the sensitivity of their FNC viewership to FNC channel positions. Additionally, some
of the self-reported respondent attributes in MediaMark—age, left-right ideology, race and eth-
nicity, educational attainment, gender, and household income—are salient predictors of support
for the Tea Party Parker and Barreto (2013). We also examine whether respondents’ sensitivity to

FNC channel positions depends on these demographic attributes.

C.1 Intensive and Extensive Effects

Tables C.1.1 and C.1.2 demonstrate that at both the extensive margin (i.e., watching any FNC)

and the intensive margin (i.e., positive hours spent on FNC), respondents consumed less FNC

2And not viewers who watched FNC through a satellite service such as DirecTV; these viewers

see a common, nationwide order that does not vary from location to location.
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the higher its channel position is in respondents’ cable systems. These findings hold even after

accounting for the following control variables and state-year fixed effects:

* Cable system characteristics: whether a respondent’s zip code had cable access to both FNC

and MSNBC or only FNC, number of channels, and number of broadcast channels;

* Respondent attributes: household income, ideology, age, race and ethnicity, gender, and

educational attainment; and

* Demographics: racial, gender, age, income, educational, and urban/rural makeup and pop-

ulation size in the 2000 Census in the respondent’s zip code

Note that Table C.1.2 (and any subsequent regression tables in this section that focus on the inten-
sive margin) has a smaller sample size due to excluding respondents who self-reported watching

no FNC. Standard errors are clustered at the cable system level.
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Table C.1.1: FNC Channel Positions on Cable Viewership (Extensive Margin)

Any FNC
(D) (2) (3) 4
FNC Channel Pos. -0.0007**  -0.0007** -0.0007* -0.0008***
(0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0002)
MSNBC Channel Pos. 0.0003 0.0002 0.0002 0.0001
(0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0002)
HH Income (in Thousands) 0.0002*** 0.0002*** 0.00071***
(294 x 107°) (287 x 107°) (2.79 x 1079)
Conservativism 0.049** 0.047** 0.045*
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Age (Quintile) 0.085*** 0.081** 0.080***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
White 0.005 -0.003 0.007
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
Black 0.060*** 0.060*** 0.069***
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
Hispanic -0.020*** -0.013* -0.012*
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007)
College Degree -0.015* -0.010"** -0.009***
(0.004) (0.003) (0.003)
Man 0.043** 0.041** 0.045*
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Cable System Characteristics v v v v
Zip Code Demographics v v
State-Year FEs v
Observations 158,059 126,715 125,649 125,649
R? 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.08
Mean of DV 0.360 0.365 0.365 0.365

14



Table C.1.2: FNC Channel Positions on Cable Viewership (Intensive Margin)

FNC Hours
(D) (2) (3) @
FNC Channel Pos. -0.003  -0.004* -0.004*  -0.005*
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
MSNBC Channel Pos. 0.001 0.0007 0.001 -0.0002
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
HH Income (in Thousands) -0.004***  -0.003*** -0.004***
(0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0004)
Conservativism 0.510***  0.500"*  0.489***
(0.026) (0.026) (0.026)
Age (Quintile) 1.01**  0.963*** 0.931***
(0.042) (0.042) (0.041)
White 0.222**  0.214"*  0.267**
(0.077)  (0.080) (0.082)
Black 0.225** 0.171 0.217*
(0.103) (0.107)  (0.109)
Hispanic -0.088 -0.131 -0.152*
(0.082) (0.083) (0.083)
College Degree -0.245*  -0.194*** -0.198***
(0.049) (0.049) (0.050)
Man 0.046 0.046 0.063
(0.044) (0.044) (0.044)
Cable System Characteristics v v v v
Zip Code Demographics v v
State-Year FEs v
Observations 56,879 46,297 45,837 45,837
R? 0.005 0.04 0.04 0.07
Mean of DV 3.616 3.611 3.612 3.612

Exogenous variation in FNC viewership arising from differences in channel positions across
cable systems likely produced meaningful shifts in viewers’ political knowledge and attitudes,
including toward the Tea Party movement and its candidates. Based on the estimate in column
3 of Table C.1.2, a one-standard-deviation decrease in FNC’s channel position (approximately
20 positions) is associated with roughly 6 additional minutes of weekly viewing among those
who watched FNC at all. Although the MediaMark Research Survey of the American Consumer

does not include detailed measures of political beliefs beyond general ideology, we can gauge the
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magnitude of this effect by benchmarking against Broockman and Kalla (2025). Broockman and
Kalla (2025) recruited a sample of regular FNC viewers and incentivized a random set of them
to watch CNN instead for a month. In this experiment, the treatment group watched an addi-
tional 45 minutes of CNN per week and subsequently exhibited notable learning of information
presented on CNN as well as attitudinal shifts on salient political issues and figures. Broockman
and Kalla (2025) further argue that sustained exposure to cross-cutting media should yield even
larger effects on beliefs and attitudes.

Our empirical context fits this description. The estimated treatment intensity of 6 minutes per
week for a one-standard-deviation decrease in FNC channel position is averaged over 2001-2009.
Since FNC channel positions in many local cable systems were established years prior to the
Tea Party Movement (Martin and Yurukoglu 2017), the cumulative exposure to FNC induced
by differences in channel positions likely produced belief and attitudinal shifts comparable in
magnitude to those observed in Broockman and Kalla (2025). This applies to the specific context
of the Tea Party Movement as well given FNC’s sustained Tea Party-focused coverage throughout
the 2009-2010 election cycle (see “Content Analysis of Major Cable News Outlets” in the main

text).

C.2 Heterogeneity by Viewer Attributes

Tables C.2.1 and C.2.2 examine whether FNC channel positions’ impact on viewership (at the ex-
tensive versus intensive margins) depends on respondent attributes, including the same control
variables as the previous two tables. Coefficient estimates for individual attributes and their inter-
actions with MSNBC’s channel positions are suppressed for brevity. Standard errors are clustered
by cable system. Both tables reveal that many individual attributes that strongly predict both
support for the Tea Party moment Parker and Barreto (2013) and FNC viewership—specifically
race/ethnicity, gender, educational attainment, and household income-appear to have no bearing

on respondents’ responsiveness to FNC channel positions. One exception is age (in quintiles),
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which moderates FNC channel positions’ impact on FNC viewership primarily at the extensive
margin (see Table C.2.1). This may be due to the fact that older respondents are much more
likely to watch FNC at baseline (see Tables C.1.1 and C.1.2), and hence the marginal impact of
channel positions may be larger for relatively younger audiences. Also, at the extensive mar-
gin, conservative-leaning respondents are somewhat less responsive to FNC channel positions,
although this heterogeneous effect is only one-tail significant after accounting for state-year fixed
effects (see Table C.2.1). These exceptions aside, Tables C.2.1 and C.2.2 suggest that FNC channel
positions’ influence on FNC viewership is not limited to demographics that are unlikely to sym-
pathize with Tea Party causes (e.g., women, minorities, college graduates, higher earners, and
youths). Those who may have higher latent propensity to support the Tea Party movement might

still be influenced by FNC channel positions in their consumption of the channel.
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Table C.2.1: FNC Channel Positions on Cable Viewership (Extensive Margin)

Any FNC
(D) (2) (3) @)
FNC Channel Pos. -0.0007** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001***
(0.0003) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005)
MSNBC Channel Pos. 0.0003 -0.0002 -0.0001 -0.0002
(0.0003) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005)
FNC Channel Pos. x HH Income 1.11 x 107¢  1.67x107% 857 x 1077
(1.76 x 1079 (1.73 x 107%) (1.61 x 1079)
FNC Channel Pos. x Conservatism 0.0003** 0.0003** 0.0002*
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001)
FNC Channel Pos. x Age 0.0006*** 0.0006*** 0.0006***
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)
FNC Channel Pos. x White 0.0002 0.0002 6.99 x 10~°
(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004)
FNC Channel Pos. x Black 0.0006 0.0006 0.0004
(0.0006) (0.0005) (0.0005)
FNC Channel Pos. x Hispanic 0.0004 0.0005 0.0006
(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004)
FNC Channel Pos. x College Degree -0.0001 -0.0001 —3.78 x 107°
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)
FNC Channel Pos. x Man 24x107°  —149x 10 —3.36x107°
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)
Cable System Characteristics v v v v
Respondent Demographics v v v
Zip Code Demographics v v
State-Year FEs v
Observations 158,059 126,715 125,649 125,649
R? 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.08
Mean of DV 0.360 0.365 0.365 0.365
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Table C.2.2: FNC Channel Positions on Cable Viewership (Intensive Margin)

FNC Hours
(D) (2) (3) )]
FNC Channel Pos. -0.003 -0.011~ -0.012* -0.010
(0.002) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)
MSNBC Channel Pos. 0.001 0.005 0.006 0.002
(0.002) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
FNC Channel Pos. x HH Income 1.4 x 107° 9.95x 107 9.56 x 107
(221 x 107°) (221 x 107%) (2.25 x 107?)
FNC Channel Pos. x Conservatism -0.0009 -0.001 -0.001
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
FNC Channel Pos. x Age 0.001 0.001 0.002
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
FNC Channel Pos. x White 0.004 0.005 0.002
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
FNC Channel Pos. x Black 0.001 0.002 —8.65 x 107°
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007)
FNC Channel Pos. x Hispanic 0.0007 0.002 0.004
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
FNC Channel Pos. x College Degree 0.001 0.0008 0.0005
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
FNC Channel Pos. x Man 0.002 0.003 0.002
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Cable System Characteristics v v v v
Respondent Demographics v v v
Zip Code Demographics v v
State-Year FEs v
Observations 56,879 46,297 45,837 45,837
R? 0.005 0.04 0.04 0.07
Mean of DV 3.616 3.611 3.612 3.612
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D Additional Table and Figures for Tea Party Rallies

D.1 Weekly Frequencies of Tea Party Mentions by Cable Outlet

Figure D.1.1 replicates Skocpol and Williamson (2012)’s analysis of weekly frequencies of on-air
references to the Tea Party movement by FNC, CNN, and MSNBC both leading up to Tax Day and

afterwards, displays a modest lead in FNC’s coverage of the movement ahead of the rallies.
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Figure D.1.1: Weekly Frequencies of Tea Party Mentions by Cable Outlet
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D.2 Tea Party Rally Sizes and Pre-Rallies Average FNC Prime-

time Rating Across Counties

Figure D.2.1 shows a (weak) positive association between the average primetime FNC rating
(aggregated to the county level) during the six months prior to Tax Day of 2009 and rally atten-
dance as a percentage of county population. The size of points indicates the number of Nielsen

households in the county average.
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Figure D.2.1: Positive Association between Tea Party Rally Sizes and Pre-Rallies Average FNC
Primetime Rating Across Counties
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D.3 Effects of Tea Party Rally Size on Subsequent FNC Ratings

(2SLS)

Table D.3.1 reports 2SLS estimates for Tea Party rally sizes on subsequent FNC ratings, instru-

menting for rally size using rainfall on 4/15/2009 as in Madestam et al. (2013).

Table D.3.1: Effects of Tea Party Rally Size on Subsequent FNC Ratings (2SLS)

Fox News Rating, Summer 2010

(1) (2) (3) 4)

% Tea Party Rally Attendance  0.070 0.133 0.257 0.312
(0.379) (0.286) (0.256) (0.246)

Pre-April 2009 Rating 0.087*** 0.070*** 0.061***
(0.015) (0.011) (0.011)
Cable System Controls v v v v
Cable Positions v v v v
County Demographics v v
2008 and 2006 Voting v
Rain Prob. Decile FEs v v v v
Population Decile FEs v v v v
Region FEs v v v v
Observations 2,607 2,607 2,607 2,607
R? 0.11 0.16 0.19 0.20
Mean of DV 0.709 0.709 0.709 0.709
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E Strategic Entry of Tea Party Candidates

As the Tea Party movement attracted greater national attention following the Tax Day rallies, a
wave of Tea Party-backed Republican candidates entered the 2010 midterm elections in order to
attain nominations by the Republican party (Blum 2020; Skocpol and Williamson 2012). Given
existing evidence that FNC may have encouraged the emergence of quality Republican candidates
contesting marginal districts with Democratic incumbents (Arceneaux et al. 2020, 2025), we
investigate whether FNC influenced prospective Tea Party candidates to enter congressional races

in the 2010 midterm elections. To this end, we estimate regressions of the following form:

TeaPartyEntry, = aAccessibilitych + X' + €4 (A.1)

The outcome variable TeaPartyEntry, is an indicator of whether any Tea Party-affiliated
Republican candidate ran in the 2010 House election in congressional district d.> The explanatory
variable of interest, Accessibility}NC, represents one of two measures of the accessibility of FNC
via cable TV in congressional district d in the 2010 election cycle. One such measure is the
density of FNC across a congressional district, which equals the share of zip codes overlapping
with a congressional district (weighted by population size) that had access to FNC via cable TV
(Arceneaux et al. 2020, 2025). However, the expansion of FNC across the United States was
nearly complete by 2010 (Martin and Yurukoglu 2017), so there is only modest variation in this
variable. As a result, we also use an alternative measure of FNC’s accessibility, which is the
additive inverse (i.e., multiplying by —1) of average cable channel position of FNC in zip codes
that overlap with a congressional district (weighted by zip code population size). Insofar as
Tea Party candidates were more likely to enter the 2010 House of Representatives elections in

congressional districts with greater exposure to FNC, we should expect the estimated coefficient

of a > 0.

3All results remain qualitatively identical if we subset to non-incumbent Tea Party candidates.
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X, consists of cable system characteristics (specifically, the numbers of all cable channels
and broadcast channels available)* aggregated at the congressional district level in the same
manner as our measures of FNC accessibility, congressional district-aggregated demographics
(racial, gender, age, income, educational, and urban/rural makeup in the 2010 Census), and
state fixed effects.

Table E.1 reports estimation results using FNC density by congressional district in 2010 as the
independent variable of interest, and Table E.2 displays analogous estimation results using the
additive inverse of the weighted average FNC channel position in each congressional district in
2010 as the alternative measure of FNC accessibility. We cluster standard errors at the state level
in both tables. Even though the estimated coefficient of interest always positive, as expected,
it is never statistically distinguishable from zero. In short, we find no evidence that Tea Party
candidates strategically entered the 2010 midterm elections in congressional districts that had

systematically higher degrees of FNC accessibility.

4Unlike in other regression analyses involving cable system controls, we do not include indica-
tors for whether a cable system provided FNC, MSNBC, or both as it would be collinear with one
of our measures of FNC accessibility, namely FNC’s density (Arceneaux et al. 2020, 2025). Also,
to facilitate comparability with the analyses of strategic candidate entry in Arceneaux et al. (2020,
2025), we exclude measures of MSNBC'’s accessibility from our cable system controls, although

all results are qualitatively identical if MSNBC accessibility is controlled for.
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Table E.1: No Evidence of Strategic Entry of Tea Party Candidates Based on Congressional
District-Level Fox News Density

Tea Party Entry
€Y (2) (3)

FNC Channel Density  0.049  0.245  0.694
(0.303) (0.395) (0.988)

Cable system controls v v v
Demographic controls v v
State FEs v
Observations 436 435 435
R? 0.002 0.06 0.17
Mean of DV 0.378 0.379  0.379

Table E.2: No Evidence of Strategic Entry of Tea Party Candidates Based on Congressional
District-Level Weighted Average Fox News Channel Position

Tea Party Entry
1) (2) (3)

Weighted Ave. FNC Channel Pos. 0.003  0.002  0.002
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Cable system controls v v v
Demographic controls v v
State FEs v
Observations 436 435 435
R? 0.004 0.06 0.17
Mean of DV 0.378 0.379  0.379

Our analysis above is related to, but also distinct from, Arceneaux et al. (2020)’s and Arce-
neaux et al. (2025)’s studies regarding the impact of FNC on strategic candidate entry. To recap,
Arceneaux et al. (2020, 2025) find that as FNC increasingly penetrated congressional districts
during its staggered nationwide rollout, it increased the self-perceived electoral viability of Poten-

tial Candidates (PCs) from the Republican Party in affected districts, leading quality Republican
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PCs (i.e., those with prior elective experiences) to strategically contest districts with high FNC
density that were tenuously held by Democratic incumbents.

In theory, given FNC’s outsized and favorable coverage of the Tea Party movement (see Section
titled "Content Analysis of Major Cable News Outlets” in the main text), FNC could have triggered
a similar belief-updating process and induced Tea Party-affiliated PCs to enter the 2010 midterm
elections. At first glance, the null results in Tables E.1 and E.2 may therefore seem inconsistent
with the findings of Arceneaux et al. (2020) and Arceneaux et al. (2025).

In practice, however, a few design differences between our analysis and Arceneaux et al.
(2020) and Arceneaux et al. (2025) imply that our results need not refute their conclusions, but
rather point to the need for further work on how political media influence candidate supply. Most
importantly, Arceneaux et al. (2020, 2025) use district-level FNC density—the proportion of a
congressional district that received FNC based on zip code-level variation—as their treatment
variable. Their analysis spans 1998-2010, a period when FNC'’s staggered national rollout pro-
duced considerable geographic and temporal variation in availability. In contrast, given our ob-
jective of studying Tea Party candidate emergence, our analysis focuses on the 2009-2010 election
cycle, by which point FNC’s nationwide expansion was nearly complete (Martin and Yurukoglu
2017). In fact, the median FNC density in our sample is 0.985, indicating near universal cover-
age; such limited variation plausibly explains the absence of a discernible relationship between
FNC density and Tea Party candidate emergence in Table E.1.

We also examine the inverse of FNC’s average cable-channel position, weighted by zip-code
population, as an alternative measure of accessibility. Yet, as Table E.2 shows, this measure yields
similar null results. Variations in channel position may not constitute a sufficiently large treatment
dose to systematically affect strategic candidate entries even if they influence donor and voter
behavior as shown in the main text. Whether a local cable system carried FNC at all was far more
observable, and thus more salient for belief formation, than its channel number. Moving from
the absence to the presence of FNC arguably represents a much stronger informational treatment

than variation in channel placement, and the latter may not be sufficiently pivotal for the strategic
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calculus of electoral entry by Tea Party-aligned PCs, given the high costs associated with running
for office (Arceneaux et al. 2020, 2025).

Additionally, Arceneaux et al. (2020, 2025) study the emergence of quality challengers, whereas
our dependent variable—the appearance of Tea Party candidates—includes both quality Tea Party
candidates with prior elective experiences and those without. Moreover, Arceneaux et al. (2020,
2025) find that FNC’s effect on candidate entry was largest in districts held by Democratic in-
cumbents, where quality Republican PCs were more likely to enter as FNC density increased.
Extending this logic to Tea Party candidates would require assumptions about whether FNC’s
availability more strongly affected perceived viability against Democratic or mainstream Republi-
can incumbents. Existing scholarship suggests that both motivations shaped strategic entry by Tea
Party candidates (Skocpol and Williamson 2012). It is possible that disaggregating our analysis
by the quality of Tea Party candidates—for which we do not have comprehensive data—and in-
cumbent partisanship could yield findings similar to those documented by Arceneaux et al. (2020,
2025). We leave this as a promising direction for future research on how political media shapes

the supply side of inter- and intra- party electoral competition.
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F Placebo Test of FNC Channel Positions on Rainfall on Tax

Day, 2009

Rainfall on Tax Day, 2009, has been shown to reduce Tea Party rally turnout on that day (Madestam
et al. 2013). To provide reassurance that the exclusion of said rainfall does not confound our
analysis of the effects of incidental exposure to FNC on movement support at later stages (e.g.,
campaign contributions to and voting for Tea Party candidates), we conduct a placebo test to
ensure that FNC channel positions do not predict county-level rainfall on Tax Day.

Table F.1 reports the estimates from this placebo test, demonstrating that FNC channel posi-
tions are uncorrelated with rainfall on Tax Day in 2009. Consequently, rainfall does not present

an omitted variable bias to our subsequent empirical tests.

Table F.1: Placebo Test of Channel Positions On Rainfall on Tax Day, 2009

Rain on 4/15
(1) (2) (3)

FNC Channel Pos. 0.002 0.002 0.002
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

MSNBC Channel Pos. -0.002 -0.002 -0.002
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Cable System Controls v v v
County Demographics v v
2008 and 2006 Voting v
Rain Prob. Decile FEs v v v
Population Decile FEs v v v
Region FEs v v v
Observations 2,656 2,656 2,656
R? 0.20 0.23 0.24
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G Additional Tables and Figures for Campaign Contributions

G.1 Coefficient Stability of Table 5, Column 3

We examine the robustness of the coefficient estimate in Column 3 of Table 5, "FNC Effect on
Zip Code-Level Total Itemized Contributions In Dollar Amounts,” to omitted variable bias in the
spirit of Oster (2019). Building on Altonji et al. (2005), Oster (2019) proposes a test for how
large selection on unobservables would need to be, relative to selection on observables, in order
to fully explain away an estimated treatment effect.

The core intuition underlying Oster (2019) is that insofar as including observable controls
significantly increases the explanatory power of a linear model (as measured by R?) without no-
tably changing the estimated coefficient of interest, it would be unlikely for omitted variables of
comparable importance to overturn the result. Oster (2019) formalizes this intuition by parame-
terizing the proportionality of selection on unobservables to selection on observables required to
produce a true treatment effect of zero as §. Specifically, Let Y = X + Yw, + U + ¢ denote the
true data-generating process for some outcome variable of interest, Y. Here, X represents the

treatment variable, w, denotes a vector of observed controls, and U unobservables. Let O = Vw,,

Cov(U,X) ;Cov(O,X)
Var(U) Var(O) °*

then 6 can be formally defined as § =
Oster (2019) derives the following consistent estimator of §:

5 = —Prlfy — 1) (A.2)

(Bf - Br)(Rmax - Rr)

Here, Bf and BT represent the coefficient estimate obtained from the model estimated on the

full model with all observables versus the reduced model with fewer or no observables, respec-
tively. Analogously, R; and R, represent the R* obtained on the model estimated on the full
versus reduced models, respectively. Finally, Rnax represents the maximum R? obtainable if all

factors responsible for selection into treatment—whether observed or not—were included. Oster
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(2019) recommends setting Rmax = min(1, 1.3R;), where 1.3 is a cutoff that would allow 90% of
the randomized experiments analyzed in Oster (2019) to survive.

Similarly, Oster (2019)’s methodology also helps to identify bounds on estimated treatment
effects. Specifically, following Oster (2019)’s protocol of assuming 6 = 1 (i.e., proportional selec-
tion) and Rmax = min(1,1.3Ry), the true treatment effect may be bounded between Bf and 5%,
where

R e
8" = Br — (Br — By) )

We adopt Oster (2019)’s methodology to examine coefficient stability for our statistically sig-

(A.3)

nificant findings. Throughout all such applications, we focus on the full model that includes all
observable controls and applicable fixed effects. We compare this full model to an alternative,
reduced model that excludes all control variables except for those capturing local cable system
characteristics, as the latter are necessary in order for FNC’s cable channel positions to have an
expected negative relationship between local support for Tea Party candidates; see Section titled
"Research Design for Testing FNC Impact on Movement Support” for details. Also, we retain the
same fixed effects in the reduced model so that we can focus on comparing within-R? for both
models.

Applying this approach to column 3 of Table 5, we estimate a reduced model without control-
ling for zip code-level demographics in column 1 of Table G.1.1, and compares it to the full model
in column 2 (the latter is identical to column 3 of Table 5). Using the model statistics reported in
Table G.1.1, we calculate that selection on unobservables would need to be at least 23.2 times
as strong as selection on observable zip code-level demographics to explain away the negative
estimated treatment effect of FNC’s cable channel positions on amounts of itemized contributions
to Tea Party candidates. Alternatively, under the assumption of proportional selection, we can

bound the true treatment effect between [-29.2, -28].
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Table G.1.1: FNC Effect on Zip Code-Level Total Itemized Contributions In Dollars (for Oster
Ratio Calculation)

Tea Party Candidates

(D) (2)

FNC Channel Pos. -32.9% -29.2%*

(10.8) (10.1)
MSNBC Channel Pos. 0.858 8.04

(9.41) (9.02)
Cable system controls v v
Demographic controls v
State FEs v v
Observations 23,299 23,299
R? 0.03 0.10
Mean of DV 3725.453 3725.453

G.2 Residualized Scatter Plot For Table 5, Column 3

Figure G.2.1 displays the residualized scatter plot between zip code-level itemized contributions
(in aggregate dollar amount, log(- + 1)-transformed) to Tea Party candidates and FNC cable chan-
nel position, after partialling out fixed effects and control variables in column 3 of Table 5 in the

main text.
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Figure G.2.1: Residualized Scatter Plot For Table 5, Column 3

G.3 Number of Itemized Contributors as Alternative Qutcome

Variable for Table 5

Table G.3.1 reports estimation results for zip-code total itemized contributions to Tea Party candi-
dates (by counts of unique donors) in columns (1)-(3), and those to other Congressional Repub-

lican candidates in columns (4)-(6).
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Table G.3.1: FNC Effect on Zip Code-Level Total Number of Itemized Contributors

Tea Party Candidates

Other Rep. Candidates

(D) (2) (3) 4 (5) (6)
FNC Channel Pos. -0.030*** -0.021** -0.022*** -0.014 0.0005 0.002
(0.011) (0.010) (0.008) (0.016) (0.015) (0.012)
MSNBC Channel Pos. 0.005 0.018** 0.014  -0.022* -0.003 -0.012
(0.010) (0.009) (0.009) (0.011) (0.010) (0.009)
Cable system controls v v v v v v
Demographic controls v v v v
State FEs v v
Observations 24,360 23,299 23,299 24,250 23,230 23,230
R? 0.04 0.22 0.28 0.04 0.30 0.34
Mean of DV 3.937 4.096 4.096 7.115 7.385 7.385

G.4 Stacked Version of Table 5

Table G.4.1 compares the main treatment effect of FNC channel positions on total zip code contri-

butions to Tea Party candidates versus other Republican candidates in a stacked regression, with

the same set of control variables and their interactions with an indicator of campaign contribution

recipients being Tea Party candidates.
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G.5 Itemized Contributions to Democrats

Tables G.5.1 and G.5.2 show that there are no detectable effect of FNC cable channel positions
on campaign contributions to Democratic candidates (measured in terms of total dollar amounts
versus number of unique itemized contributors by zip code), including the same set of control

variables as shown in other tables in this section.

Table G.5.1: FNC Effect on Zip Code-Level Total Itemized Contributions to Democratic Candidates

Dollar Amounts

(D (2) (3)

FNC Channel Pos. 11.1 38.2 17.6

(59.6) (51.9) (41.5)
MSNBC Channel Pos. -122.9 -64.5 -76.4

(80.6) (67.1) (50.7)
Cable system controls v v v
Demographic controls v v
State FEs v
Observations 24,360 23,299 23,299
R? 0.05 0.26 0.28
Mean of DV 17642.020 18335.101 18335.101
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Table G.5.2: FNC Effect on Zip Code-Level Total Number of Itemized Contributors to Democratic
Candidates

Number of Itemized Contributors

(D) (2) (3)
FNC Channel Pos. 0.014 0.072* 0.049
(0.053) (0.040) (0.032)
MSNBC Channel Pos. -0.089* -0.027 -0.050*
(0.054) (0.039) (0.029)
Cable system controls v v v
Demographic controls v v
State FEs v
Observations 24,360 23,299 23,299
R? 0.09 0.44 0.48
Mean of DV 20.572 21.428 21.428

G.6 Coefficient Stability of Table 6, Columns 3 and 6

We demonstrate the robustness of the coefficient estimate in Columns 3 and 6 of Table 6, Zip-
Code Itemized Contributions (In Dollar Amounts) to Tea Party Candidates Among Existing vs.
New Donors,” to omitted variable bias in the spirit of Oster (2019); see Section G.1 for an
overview of the methodology.

For column 3 of Table 6, we estimate a reduced model without controlling for zip code-level
demographics in column 1 of Table G.6.1, and compares it to the full model in column 2 (the latter
is identical to column 3 of Table 6). Using model statistics reported in Table G.6.1, we calculate
that selection on unobservables would need to be at least 43.4 times as strong as selection on
observable zip code-level demographics to explain away the negative estimated treatment effect
of FNC’s cable channel positions on amounts of itemized contributions from existing donors to
Tea Party candidates. Alternatively, under the assumption of proportional selection, we can bound

the true treatment effect between [-24.3, -23.7].
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Table G.6.1: Itemized Contributions In Dollasrs From Existing Contributors (for Oster Ratio
Calculation)

(1) (2)

FNC Channel Pos. -25.9%* -24.3%*

(9.06) (8.65)
MSNBC Channel Pos. 2.64 6.66

(7.97) (7.72)
Cable system controls v v
Demographic controls v
State FEs v v
Observations 23,299 23,299
Within Adjusted R? 0.008 0.06
Mean of DV 2879.354 2879.354

Similarly, for column 6 of Table 6, we estimate a reduced model without controlling for zip
code-level demographics in column 1 of Table G.6.2, and compares it to the full model in column
2 (the latter is identical to column 6 of Table 6). Using model statistics reported in Table G.6.2,
we calculate that selection on unobservables would need to be at least 43.7 times as strong
as selection on observable zip code-level demographics to explain away the negative estimated
treatment effect of FNC’s cable channel positions on amounts of itemized contributions from new
donors to Tea Party candidates. Alternatively, under the assumption of proportional selection, we

can bound the true treatment effect between [-6.5, -6.3].
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Table G.6.2: Itemized Contributions In Dollars From New Contributors (for Oster Ratio Calcula-
tion)

€Y (2)

FNC Channel Pos. -6.87*  -6.47**
(2.32) (2.1D)
MSNBC Channel Pos. -1.73 -0.671
(1.81) (1.78)

Cable system controls v v
Demographic controls v
State FEs v v
Observations 23,299 23,299
Within Adjusted R? 0.02 0.09
Mean of DV 844.396 844.396

G.7 Residualized Scatter Plots For Table 6, Columns 3 and 6

Figure G.7.1 displays the residualized scatter plot between zip code-level itemized contributions
(in aggregate dollar amount, log(- + 1)-transformed) from existing individual donors to Tea Party
candidates and FNC cable channel position, after partialling out fixed effects and control variables

in column 3 of Table 6 in the main text.
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Figure G.7.1: Residualized Scatter Plot For Table 6, Column 3

Similarly, Figure G.7.2 displays the residualized scatter plot between zip code-level itemized
contributions (in aggregate dollar amount, log(- 4+ 1)-transformed) from new individual donors
to Tea Party candidates and FNC cable channel position, after partialling out fixed effects and

control variables in column 3 of Table 6 in the main text.
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Figure G.7.2: Residualized Scatter Plot For Table 6, Column 6

G.8 Number of Itemized Contributors as Alternative Qutcome

Variable for Table 6

Table G.8.1 reports estimated effects of FNC’s cable channel positions on itemized contributions
to Tea Party candidates (aggregated as counts of unique donors) separately for existing versus

new donors.
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Table G.8.1: Zip-Code Itemized Contributions (By Total Number of Contributors) to Tea Party
Candidates Among Existing vs. New Contributors

Existing Contributors New Contributors
M (2) (3) 4) (5) (6)
FNC Channel Pos. -0.016** -0.011 -0.012** -0.014*** -0.012** -0.012***

(0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003)
MSNBC Channel Pos. 0.003  0.010*  0.008 0.002 0.006 0.004
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Cable system controls v v v v v v
Demographic controls v v v v
State FEs v v
Observations 24,360 23,299 23,299 24,360 23,299 23,299
R? 0.03 0.17 0.23 0.03 0.13 0.20
Mean of DV 2.479 2.576 2.576 1.450 1.511 1.511

G.9 Coefficient Stability of Table 7, Columns 3, 6 and 9

We demonstrate the robustness of the coefficient estimate in Columns 3, 6, and 9 of Table 7,
”Zip-Code Itemized Contributions (In Dollar Amounts) to Tea Party Candidates Across Existing
Donors,” to omitted variable bias in the spirit of Oster (2019); see Section G.1 for an overview of
the methodology.

For column 3 of Table 7, we estimate a reduced model without controlling for zip code-level
demographics in column 1 of Table G.9.1, and compares it to the full model in column 2 (the latter
is identical to column 3 of Table 7). Using model statistics reported in Table G.9.1, we obtain a
d of -85.5 . This means that selection on unobservables would need to be at least 85.5 times as
strong as selection on observable zip code-level demographics, and in the opposite direction, in
order to explain away the negative estimated treatment effect of FNC’s cable channel positions on
amounts of itemized contributions from existing donors in the first tercile of all donor ideology
to Tea Party candidates. Alternatively, under the assumption of proportional selection, we can

bound the true treatment effect between [-0.4, -0.4].
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Table G.9.1: Itemized Contributions In Dollars From The 1st Tercile of (All) Donor Ideology (for
Oster Ratio Calculation)

€Y (2)

FNC Channel Pos. -0.382* -0.395**
(0.186) (0.169)
MSNBC Channel Pos.  -0.091 -0.010
(0.122) (0.113)

Cable system controls v v
Demographic controls v
State FEs v v
Observations 23,299 23,299
Within Adjusted R? 0.004 0.03
Mean of DV 38.272  38.272

Similarly, for column 6 of Table 7, we estimate a reduced model without controlling for zip
code-level demographics in column 1 of Table G.9.2, and compares it to the full model in column
2 (the latter is identical to column 6 of Table 7). Using model statistics reported in Table G.9.2,
we calculate that selection on unobservables would need to be at least 28.1 times as strong
as selection on observable zip code-level demographics to explain away the negative estimated
treatment effect of FNC’s cable channel positions on amounts of itemized contributions from
existing donors in the second tercile of all donor ideology to Tea Party candidates. Alternatively,
under the assumption of proportional selection, we can bound the true treatment effect between

[-7.9, -7.6].
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Table G.9.2: Itemized Contributions In Dollars From The 2nd Tercile of (All) Donor Ideology (for
Oster Ratio Calculation)

€Y (2)

FNC Channel Pos. -8.71*  -7.92**
(3.82) (3.44)

MSNBC Channel Pos. -0.247 1.01
2.77) (2.62)

Cable system controls v v
Demographic controls v
State FEs v v
Observations 23,299 23,299
Within Adjusted R? 0.003 0.02
Mean of DV 520.813 520.813

Finally, for column 9 of Table 7, we estimate a reduced model without controlling for zip
code-level demographics in column 1 of Table G.9.3, and compares it to the full model in column
2 (the latter is identical to column 9 of Table 7). Using model statistics reported in Table G.9.3,
we calculate that selection on unobservables would need to be at least 57.1 times as strong
as selection on observable zip code-level demographics to explain away the negative estimated
treatment effect of FNC’s cable channel positions on amounts of itemized contributions from
existing donors in the third tercile of all donor ideology to Tea Party candidates. Alternatively,
under the assumption of proportional selection, we can bound the true treatment effect between

[-13.6, -13.4].
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Table G.9.3: Itemized Contributions In Dollars From The 3rd Tercile of (All) Donor Ideology (for
Oster Ratio Calculation)

(1) (2)

FNC Channel Pos. -14.3** -13.6**

(6.36) (6.25)
MSNBC Channel Pos. 3.46 5.78

(6.13) (6.04)
Cable system controls v v
Demographic controls v
State FEs v v
Observations 23,299 23,299
Within Adjusted R? 0.005 0.04
Mean of DV 1917.340 1917.340

G.10 Residualized Scatter Plots For Table 7, Columns 3, 6, and

9

Figure G.10.1 displays the residualized scatter plot between zip code-level itemized contribu-
tions (in aggregate dollar amount, log(- + 1)-transformed) from existing individual donors in the
first tercile of all donor ideology to Tea Party candidates and FNC cable channel position, after

partialling out fixed effects and control variables in column 3 of Table 7 in the main text.
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0 50
Residualized FNC Cable Channel Position

Figure G.10.1: Residualized Scatter Plot For Table 7, Column 3

Similarly, Figure G.10.2 displays the residualized scatter plot between zip code-level itemized
contributions (in aggregate dollar amount, log(-+1)-transformed) from existing individual donors
in the second tercile of all donor ideology to Tea Party candidates and FNC cable channel position,

after partialling out fixed effects and control variables in column 6 of Table 7 in the main text.
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Figure G.10.2: Residualized Scatter Plot For Table 7, Column 6

Likewise, Figure G.10.3 displays the residualized scatter plot between zip code-level itemized
contributions (in aggregate dollar amount, log(-+1)-transformed) from existing individual donors
in the third tercile of all donor ideology to Tea Party candidates and FNC cable channel position,

after partialling out fixed effects and control variables in column 9 of Table 7 in the main text.
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Figure G.10.3: Residualized Scatter Plot For Table 7, Column 9

G.11 Coefficient Stability of Table 8, Columns 3, 6 and 9

We demonstrate the robustness of the coefficient estimate in Columns 3, 6, and 9 of Table 8,
”Zip-Code Itemized Contributions (In Dollar Amounts) to Tea Party Candidates Across Existing
Republican Donors,” to omitted variable bias in the spirit of Oster (2019); see Section G.1 for an
overview of the methodology.

For column 3 of Table 8, we estimate a reduced model without controlling for zip code-level
demographics in column 1 of Table G.11.1, and compares it to the full model in column 2 (the

latter is identical to column 3 of Table 8). Using model statistics reported in Table G.11.1, we
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calculate that selection on unobservables would need to be at least 29.5 times as strong as selec-
tion on observable zip code-level demographics to explain away the negative estimated treatment
effect of FNC’s cable channel positions on amounts of itemized contributions from existing donors
in the first tercile of Republican donor ideology to Tea Party candidates. Alternatively, under the
assumption of proportional selection, we can bound the true treatment effect between [-11.4,

-11].

Table G.11.1: Itemized Contributions In Dollars From The 1st Tercile of (Republican) Donor
Ideology (for Oster Ratio Calculation)

ey (2)

FNC Channel Pos. -12.5%  -11.4%

(4.54) (4.19)
MSNBC Channel Pos. 1.03 3.17

(3.38) (3.22)
Cable system controls v v
Demographic controls v
State FEs v v
Observations 23,299 23,299
Within Adjusted R? 0.006 0.04
Mean of DV 870.438 870.438

Similarly, for column 6 of Table 8, we estimate a reduced model without controlling for zip
code-level demographics in column 1 of Table G.11.2, and compares it to the full model in column
2 (the latter is identical to column 6 of Table 8). Using model statistics reported in Table G.11.2,
we calculate that selection on unobservables would need to be at least 18.9 times as strong as
selection on observable zip code-level demographics to explain away the negative estimated treat-
ment effect of FNC’s cable channel positions on amounts of itemized contributions from existing
donors in the second tercile of Republican donor ideology to Tea Party candidates. Alternatively,
under the assumption of proportional selection, we can bound the true treatment effect between

[-5.8, -5.5].
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Table G.11.2: Itemized Contributions In Dollars From The 2nd Tercile of (Republican) Donor
Ideology (for Oster Ratio Calculation)

€Y (2)

FNC Channel Pos. -6.62** -5.77*
(3.17) (3.06)
MSNBC Channel Pos. -0.610 0.534
(3.40) (3.38)

Cable system controls v v
Demographic controls v
State FEs v v
Observations 23,299 23,299
Within Adjusted R? 0.003 0.02
Mean of DV 777.031 777.031

Finally, for column 9 of Table 8, we estimate a reduced model without controlling for zip code-
level demographics in column 1 of Table G.11.3, and compares it to the full model in column 2
(the latter is identical to column 9 of Table 8). Using model statistics reported in Table G.11.3,
we obtain a ¢ of -30.2 . This means that selection on unobservables would need to be at least
30.2 times as strong as selection on observable zip code-level demographics, and in the opposite
direction, in order to explain away the negative estimated treatment effect of FNC’s cable channel
positions on amounts of itemized contributions from existing donors in the third tercile of Repub-
lican donor ideology to Tea Party candidates. Alternatively, under the assumption of proportional

selection, we can bound the true treatment effect between [-4.9, -4.7].
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Table G.11.3: Itemized Contributions In Dollars From The 3rd Tercile of (Republican) Donor
Ideology (for Oster Ratio Calculation)

€Y (2)

FNC Channel Pos. -4.24 -4.71
(3.30) (3.51)
MSNBC Channel Pos. 2.67 3.06
(3.28) (3.29)

Cable system controls v v
Demographic controls v
State FEs v v
Observations 23,299 23,299
Within Adjusted R? 0.001 0.01
Mean of DV 830.215 830.215

G.12 Residualized Scatter Plots For Table 8, Columns 3, 6, and

9

Figure G.12.1 displays the residualized scatter plot between zip code-level itemized contributions
(in aggregate dollar amount, log(- + 1)-transformed) from existing individual donors in the first
tercile of Republican donor ideology to Tea Party candidates and FNC cable channel position,

after partialling out fixed effects and control variables in column 3 of Table 8 in the main text.
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Figure G.12.1: Residualized Scatter Plot For Table 8, Column 3

Similarly, Figure ?? displays the residualized scatter plot between zip code-level itemized con-
tributions (in aggregate dollar amount, log(- + 1)-transformed) from existing individual donors in
the second tercile of Republican donor ideology to Tea Party candidates and FNC cable channel
position, after partialling out fixed effects and control variables in column 6 of Table 8 in the main

text.
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Figure G.12.2: Residualized Scatter Plot For Table 8, Column 6

Likewise, Figure G.12.3 displays the residualized scatter plot between zip code-level itemized
contributions (in aggregate dollar amount, log(-+1)-transformed) from existing individual donors
in the third tercile of Republican donor ideology to Tea Party candidates and FNC cable channel
position, after partialling out fixed effects and control variables in column 9 of Table 8 in the main

text.
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Figure G.12.3: Residualized Scatter Plot For Table 8, Column 9

G.13 Number of Itemized Contributors as Alternative Qutcome

Variable For Tables 7 and 8

Tables G.13.1 separately estimates treatment effects by donor ideology based on terciles derived
from all existing donors, aggregating contributions by counts of unique donors. Table G.13.2
estimates differential treatment effects by ideology tercile among existing donors swho previously

gave to Republican candidates, again aggregating contributions by counts of unique donor.
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H Additional Figure and Table for Primary Voting

H.1 Coefficient Stability of Table 9, Column 2

We demonstrate the robustness of the coefficient estimate in Column 2 of Table 9, "Exposure to
Fox News Increased Precinct Primary Vote Shares for Tea Party Candidates”, to omitted variable
bias in the spirit of Oster (2019); see Section G.1 for an overview of the methodology.

For column 2 of Table 9, we estimate a reduced model without controlling for precinct-level
demographics in column 1 of Table H.1.1, and compares it to the full model in column 2 (the latter
is identical to column 2 of Table 9). Using model statistics reported in Table H.1.1, we calculate
that selection on unobservables would need to be at least 114.4 times as strong as selection on
observable precinct-level demographics to explain away the negative estimated treatment effect
of FNC’s cable channel positions on Tea Party candidates’ primary vote. Alternatively, under the
assumption of proportional selection, we can bound the true treatment effect between [-0.00181,

-0.00179].

Table H.1.1: Tea Party Cand. Vote Share (for Oster Ratio Calculation)

(1) (2)

FNC Channel Pos. -0.002**  -0.002***
(0.0007) (0.0007)

MSNBC Channel Pos. 0.0004 0.0003
(0.0004) (0.0004)

Cable system controls v v
Demographic controls v
District FEs v v
Observations 3,063 3,063
Within Adjusted R? 0.02 0.05
Mean of DV 0.530 0.530
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H.2 Residualized (Weighted) Scatter Plot Between Tea Party
Candidates’ Primary Vote Shares and FNC Cable Channel

Positions

Figure H.2.1 displays the residualized scatter plot between precinct-level Tea Party candidates’
vote shares in Republican primaries and FNC cable channel position, after partialling out fixed
effects and control variables in column 2 of Table 9 in the main text, and weighting observations

by total votes cast in said Republican primaries by precinct.
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Figure H.2.1: Residualized Scatter Plot For Table 9, Column 2
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H.3 Effects of FNC Cable Channel Positions on (Weighted) Turnout

in Primary Elections

In Table H.3.1, the dependent variable is the number of total votes cast in the 2009-2010 Re-
publican primary election in a given zip code divided by the total number of residents who are
age-eligible for voting; we calculate the latter based on the 2010 Census’ data on each zip code’s
total population and distribution by age ranges. This fraction proxies for turnout rates in these
Republican primaries as we do not have data on precinct- or zip code- level number of eligible
voters—and hence cannot observe the true denominator. We include the same sets of control
variables as reported in Table 9 in the main text. We cluster standard errors by cable system and
weight observations by the number of age-eligible residents to account for heteroscedasticity.
Table H.3.1 shows that there are no detectable turnout effects in primary elections that we
can attribute to FNC cable channel positions, but we caution over-interpreting this result given

the significant amount of noise in the dependent variable.

Table H.3.1: FNC Effects on Turnout (Share of Age-Eligible Population) in Republican Primaries

Primary Turnout Rate Proxy (# Votes Cast / # Age-Eligible Residents)

(1) (2)

FNC Channel Pos. —1.28 x 107 —3.98 x 107°

(0.0003) (0.0002)
MSNBC Channel Pos.  5.41 x 107° —2.78 x 107°

(0.0001) (0.0001)
Cable system controls v v
Demographic controls v
District FEs v v
Observations 3,071 3,063
R? 0.54 0.60
Mean of DV 0.109 0.109
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I Mentions of the Occupy Wall Street Movement

Figure 1.1 shows the analogue of Figure D.1.1 for coverage of the Occupy Wall Street move-
ment. We plot the weekly frequencies of on-air references to the OWS movement by FNC,
CNN, and MSNBC in the time period surrounding the removal of OWS protesters from Zucotti
Park in November 2011. We also searched for transcript segments attributed to any individual
named as a progenitor of the movement on the Wikipedia page of Occupy Wall Street (https:
//en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Occupy_Wall_Street) or anyone identified with a chyron containing
”Adbusters”, "Occupy” or "OWS” over the entire period covered by our transcripts (2009-2012)

and found zero such segments.

400

Channel

I

Aug 1 Augl5 Sep 1 Sep15 Oct 1 Octl5 Nov 1 Nov15 Dec 1 Dec 15
Date

Weekly Count of Phrase 'Occupy"

Figure I.1: Weekly Frequencies of Occupy Wall Street Mentions by Cable Outlet
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