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Tinvestigate the impact of campaign De ende.nl Variable: Political Information Standardized Linoar Prodicior « Balances one to one on all observations for a
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I find that individuals learn from campaign ‘Which with biggest increase in social security : consumption variables
Which pay down national debt most 3 : . .
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Do campaign advertisements affect /
/ Average Effect of Campaign Exposure Treatment \

individuals’ political knowledge? Treatment Variable
o Isitappropriate to think of presidential
ign exposure as a dict ? Treatment Variable: Presidential Campaign Advertisements Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test 8. Results: Treatment Effect of
o How can one properly match on an ordinal Freq. Percent Cum. Avg. Treatment Effect of Campaign Exposure on Information Campaign Advertisements on
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\\ / 2 295 14.81 41.92 P-Value 0.007 * Political Information
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/ 3. Overview 5= High 341 17.12 100 N 1992 of information on candidates’ policy
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o linvestigate the impact of campaign \ / o Hodges-Lehmann point estimate is .5 with a
adverti on political k ledge in \ / p-value <.01
the 2000 presidential election * Onaverage we should expect about a half of

* Imodel the relationship between / Genetic Matching for Comparison \ a point more information for those in
advertisements and individuals’ information Covariates Before Matching locales with more presidential campaign
with a potential outcomes framework: Genetic Matching advertisements
multivariate matching with exposure Covariates and Their Rank Correlations with Amount of Avg. Treatment Effect for Treated o Inother words, they do about 5% better on

o Multivariate matching with exposure allows Campaign Exposure Estimate 0.100 the policy platform exams than their less
for an ordinal treatment and expects a Kendall's P-Value 0.501 exposed counterparts
heterogeneous treatment effect T Std. Err. P>z Al Std‘,El,-r' 0.148
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. P ’ N Party ID -0.035 0.014 0.014
increase individuals’ understanding of Age 0.003 0015 0.829 Matched N 771 / \
candidate policy platform knowledge Work Status 0,003 0013 0.845 K \/ 9. Compare Results to

« Extantliterature has underestimated such Black -0.002 0.007 0.754 Dichotomous Treatment Effect
an effect due to an unnatural Marital Status 0013 0012 0292
dichotomization of campaign exposure Citizenship -0.008 0.005 0.065 o Genetic Matching on the same data gives null

Religious Attendance -0.039  0.015 0.007 Sensitivity Analysis results
/ Education 0.052 0.014 0.000 . . e Thereis no effect for a dichotomous
Income 0.066 0.014 0.000 Rl:!senbaun_l Sensitivity Analysis for treatment of campaign exposure on political
Urbanity 0.064 0.015 0.000 Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test information P
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« Campaign exposure and political ‘Si,y:;w%k of TV News ,g,gfi 8,824 8,252 1.15 0.000 0.360 / 10. Results: Rosenbaum
information are correlated, in so far as those Days/Week of Cable News  -0.039  0.014  0.005 12 0.000 0.588 Sensitivity Analysis
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seek out campaign related information Days/Week of Newspaper  -0.019 0.014 0.181 * Range of possible magnitudes of hidden
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 The procedure must match observations e e questions that expect heterogeneous effects
according to their covariates, while . K )
slmulta.neously dlsta‘ncmg observations i Lonon H si ﬂ—‘ o H
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