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Abstract
Many studies estimate the degree to which government spending affects economic
growth, developing strategies to overcome the endogeneity problem resulting from
the allocation of money to areas with the greatest need. We use an exogenous form
of spending–the money spent while campaigning for a party’s Presidential primary
nomination–to answer a similar question. This paper also highlights a potential
economic incentive for states to hold early primaries, whereas past work only focuses
on the disproportionate policy influence that states with early primaries gain. To
answer these questions, we create a novel dataset combining the date each state
held its primary from 1976-2008, the date in each election cycle in which only one
candidate remained, and quarterly state income by sector. We find that hosting a
primary election increases total income, particularly in the accommodations sector.
We confirm these results using data on primary campaign expenditures across states
in the 2004 and 2008 elections.
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Introduction
Many scholars have asked how government expenditures can increase employment

and income. While it is difficult to produce causal estimates in this vein, as areas with
the greatest need receive the highest levels of aid, recent literature uses a variety of
instrumental variables strategies to address this endogeneity problem.1 In comparison, we
study the effect of an exogenous shock to consumption expenditures from non-government
spending on local economies, exploiting the variation in the duration and ordering of
Presidential primary campaigns. In 2008 alone, these campaigns spent $348 million in
different states on hotels, meals, rental cars, and other campaign expenditures.2 This
figure does not include the amount spent by media covering the race, personal in-state
expenses of staffers, or additional funds individuals outlay when coming out to witness the
spectacle of a primary race. We use this exogenous spending to determine what happens
to income growth when money enters a state economy.
Primary elections are held sequentially by state and each election cycle varies in duration due to changes in the competitiveness of elections. In some years, there is no primary
in many states, as the nomination is determined long before each state has its turn to vote
for a nominee.3 For example, in 2004 Senator Kerry clinched the Democratic nomination
in March, whereas in 2008 President Obama did not receive the nomination until June.
In particularly long primary elections, states that are not normally exposed to primary
campaigns receive an exogenous increase in revenues for local businesses. In addition,
many states change their position on the primary calendar between election cycles. We
exploit the variation in whether or not a state receives campaign spending in each year
to test how this increased spending affects local economies. Specifically, we study how
income growth is affected by the presence of a primary in a given state and quarter.4
1

See for example, Wilson (2011), Shoag (2010), Serrato and Wingender (2010), Chodorow-Reich et
al. (2011), Ramey (2011), and Ramey (2011a).
2
Authors’ calculation based on CRP (2011).
3
We consider the nomination determined once there is only one candidate remaining in the contest.
4
The idea that election outcomes could affect the economy is not new. Snowberg et al. (2007) use
prediction market analysis of elections from 1880-2004 to show that electing a Republican President raises
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To conduct this analysis, we create a novel dataset of primary and caucus dates from
1976-2008, where we determine if a state held a primary based the scheduled primary date
and information on when only one candidate remained in each party’s election. We pair
this primary data with state-level, quarterly, and sector-specific information on personal
income levels from the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA).
We appeal to two distinct literatures in this paper. First, the existence of primary
elections provides an interesting environment in which to study local economic development. Recently, scholars and policymakers have expressed interest in the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) spending. Wilson (2011) and Chodorow-Reich
et al. (2011) use instrumental variable strategies and find that $125,000 creates one job
per year and $100,000 creates 3.8 jobs per year, respectively.5 Asking a similar question,
though not addressing ARRA specifically, Serrato and Wingender (2010) find that government spending has a local multiplier of 1.88 and an additional job costs $30,000 per
year, using an instrumental variables strategy and data on federal spending. Similarly,
Shoag (2010) uses the idiosyncratic component of state-managed defined benefit pensions
to predict government spending. He finds that $1 of state government spending raises
in-state income by $2.12, and that $35,000 of spending generates one additional job.
Our paper studies the effect of spending on a different set of sectors than is normally assessed. While most of the ARRA funds were centered around Medicaid and education and
other federal spending initiatives focused on infrastructure investment, energy efficiency,
unemployment assistance, and state and local government stabilization (111th Congress
2009), primary spending likely benefits the local economy in the service-related sectors.
Another feature of our work that distinguishes it from previous papers is that transfers
do not all come directly from the federal government. Primary campaigns are sometimes
equity valuations by 23%. Knight (2006) shows that policy platforms in the 2008 Presidential general
election were capitalized into equity prices. No one has previously asked how the act of campaigning can
affect the economy.
5
Chodorow-Reich et al. (2011) find that the jobs resulting from Medicaid spending are concentrated
in the state and local government, health, and education sectors.
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funded through federal matching,6 but candidates vying for their party’s presidential nomination rely on money from individual donors and from Political Action Committees. A
final difference is that we avoid the natural endogeneity concern that spending is often
allocated to states in the most need of growth, as candidates do not inject money into the
states with the worst economic conditions.7 Since individual victories create momentum
to propel a candidate to his next contest, candidates battle in each contest before looking
forward, in hopes that they will ultimately be the nominee.8 Candidates also have an
incentive to not over-spend in the primary, as they want to save any potential funds for
the general election battle, conditional on winning the nomination.
Second, our paper adds to the literature investigating the incentives for states to hold
early primaries.9 States early in the primary process are presumed to have a disproportionate effect on candidate selection by building candidate viability, attracting donors
and volunteers, and creating momentum (Abramowitz 1989; Abramson et al. 1992; Mutz
1998). Some work examines the policy benefits of early contests. Taylor (2010) finds no
effect, and Knight and Schiff (2010) find that early contests had a 20% greater influence
over candidate selection than later contests in 2004.10 Similarly, Malhotra and Snowberg
(2011) find that the order mattered less compared to pivotal, or competitive, primary
contests in 2008. Theoretical work demonstrates that voters can use early contests as
cues in determining their vote choices.11 This paper is the first to investigate potential
6

See Section 6 for more on federal funding percentages.
This is particularly true in the cases of the ARRA spending, though Knight (2002) shows that this
can also be true in the transportation sector.
8
See Abramowitz (1989), Abramson et al. (1992), Mutz (1998), Adkins and Dowdle (2001), Callander
(2007), Strumpf (2002), and Klumpp and Polborn (2006) for more on the necessity of momentum in
primary contests.
9
States have a demonstated interest in holding early primaries. For example, in 2008 Michigan and
Florida moved their primaries to January, and this was rejected by the DNC. Democratic candidates
agreed to refrain from campaigning in these states, and the delegates were not counted in the candidates’
totals. This did not deter Florida from moving its primary up in the order again in 2012, which was this
time rejected by the RNC, costing the state half of its delegates (Grice 2012). Thus, moving a primary
contest too early can be costly, yet states are still attempting to change their primary dates.
10
Taylor (2010) uses state procurement data from 1984 to 2004 to show that primary order matters
only in competitive nominations when the victorious candidate won that states contest. Knight and Schiff
(2010) use changes in prediction markets over the election to identify influence.
11
See Morton and Williams (2001), Callander (2007), Serra (2011), and Ali and Kartik (2006).
7
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economic benefits of having an early nomination contest.12
We find that the presence of a primary increases overall income, as well as income in
service-related sectors. Income growth increased by 0.47 percentage points in states with
primaries, compared to an average income growth of 1.3 percentage points per quarter.
This implies about a 36% increase in the quarterly income growth rate in quarters when
there is primary spending. Our results are robust to controlling for factors related to
the amount of spending and the local economy, as well as to including state fixed effects.
We verify these results using data on campaign expenditures for 2004 and 2008 from
the Center for Responsive Politics.13 In this setting, we find that doubling campaign
expenditures increases overall income growth by about 0.05 percent, and this effect is
twice as large in the accommodations sector.
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the construction
of the dataset, and Section 3 provides descriptive statistics and motivates our identification
strategy. Section 4 explains our empirical strategies and shows the results. Section 5
discusses the source of campaign funds, and Section 6 concludes.

2

Data
We combine institutional details of primary races dating back to 1976 with state-

level personal income data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), creating a
comprehensive Presidential primary and local economic database.
12

A parallel literature looks at the effects of the primary structure on general election outcomes. The
primary process may constrain candidates from converging to the position of the median voter, as they
will take on more extreme positions to satisfy primary voters who are less moderate than the general
population (Geer 1988; Norrander 1989). Malhotra and Snowberg (2011) study the effects of early contests
more broadly, including candidates’ difficulties of returning to the center in the general after trying to
attract primary voters.
13
Data on campaign expenditures are only available for these two years.
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2.1

Primary Information

We hand-collect a thorough database of information on the dates of each primary or
caucus in each state from 1976, which is the first year the Democratic National Committee (DNC) and Republic National Committee (RNC) held conventions in their current
forms.14 We obtain this information from the Green Papers (for primaries), as well as
Frontloading HQ (for caucuses), and confirm these with state election boards when the
two are not consistent. When a state’s delegates are determined by only state party officials (and not in caucuses or primaries with individual voters), we count this as a case
where the state did not have a “primary.” In cases where states hold a “beauty contest”
nomination, where individual voters choose their favorite candidate but there are no delegates at stake, we count this as having a “primary,” as some candidates find it important
to win a symbolic victory in these states to gain momentum.15,16
Next, we collect information on the date at which the nomination was clinched for each
party in each year. We award a candidate the nomination when he is the only candidate
left in the contest, meaning that the primary campaigning has ended. This sometimes
occurs months before the convention date. Table 1 contains the dates at which candidates
clinched the nominations over time. In cases where the incumbent was not challenged in
the primary, such as 1984 for Ronald Reagan, we code the primary for that party as “no
primary.”17
Additionally, in certain situations there could be spending for the primary and the
general election at the same time. For example, in 2004, when President George W. Bush
14

This means that individual voters, not party elites, began selecting candidates in each state. The
candidate with the most delegates earned the nomination at a national convention.
15
States holding these “beauty contests” usually choose their candidate based on conventions and state
party officials’ decisions. After 2000, there are some instances where there were no delegates at stake,
after a state had moved up in the primary process and one of the national committees considered this
unconstitutional , i.e. Michigan and Florida in 2008. These two states still had campaigning from the
Republicans, so we include them in this context alone.
16
The primary dates by party for each state and year combination from 1976 to 2008 are available
upon request.
17
All incumbents do not have the luxury of having no opposition in the primary election. For example,
President Carter’s low approval ratings gave the DNC justification to push other candidates, including
Edward Kennedy, to challenge him in the primary contest.
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was the incumbent, he immediately began campaigning for the general election because
he had no competition in the primary. During this same time period, Democrats were
competing for their party’s nomination. Likewise, in 2008 Senator McCain started to
campaign for the general election once he clinched the nomination in March, whereas the
Democratic primary continued for three additional months. We want to be sure that we
are measuring the effect of primary elections, not general election spending. Thus, we
collect data on the battleground states for each election cycle, asserting the conventional
wisdom that candidates only campaign in battleground states in Presidential general
elections (Stromberg 2008; Ashworth and Clinton 2007; Huber and Arceneaux 2007).18
We label a state as a battleground state if the difference in the likelihood the Democratic
candidate wins and the Republican candidate wins is ever within 10 percentage points
in Intrade prediction markets or polling data (specifically, pollster.com and David Leip’s
polling report). In earlier elections when polls are more sparsely available (i.e., 19761992), we instead look at the races where the candidates’ end vote shares were within 10
percentage points of one another.19

2.2

Income

The BEA reports total personal income in each quarter and state, for each sector of the
economy. For the purpose of this paper, we refer to total earnings (excluding government
transfers) as total income. We transform this into per-capita values using population data
from the US census. In the analysis, we focus on the sectors where we would expect large
effects from primary spending, which are mostly service related sectors. Accommodations
and retail are two sectors we focus on, in that the visiting campaign staff and media will
need to stay in hotels and make purchases during the campaigns. The accommodations
and retail sector accounted for about 5% and 9% of total income in 2008, respectively.
18

For 2004 and 2008, we additionally collect the amount of general election spending during the primary
as well. See Section 2.3 for more on spending.
19
A list of each state and the years in which the state was competitive in the general election is shown
in Appendix A.
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The BEA data is divided into 2 periods: 1974-2001, and 1990-2009, and the sector
definitions changed across the two periods. Therefore, for the sector-level analysis, we
do the analysis separately for each period. In addition, we do the analysis for only the
election year and the year prior (e.g., 1975-1976, 1979-1980, ..., 2007-2008) as to not
include too many off-years where no states hosted primaries.20

2.3

Campaign Expenditures

We obtain campaign expenditures data for the 2004 and 2008 primary election cycles
from the Center for Responsive Politics (CRP), which collects and compiles data from
the Federal Elections Commission.21 These data contain information on each expenditure
made in House and Presidential races by campaigns, Political Action Committees (PACs),
and state parties, where each expense contains a date, location (down to zip code), and
information on what the expense entailed (i.e. hotel). We narrow this dataset to include
only expenses made in pursuit of the primary nomination by the Presidential candidate’s
official campaign, i.e. “Barack Obama for President, 2008.” We do not include PAC
spending as it is difficult to understand for which campaign the PAC is spending its funds
(i.e. Presidential or House).
These data also include information on the division of the campaign in which the
expense was made. We create two different measures of expenditures. Campaign expenditures consist of all money spent by the candidate and his direct staff on travel, hotel
rooms, and meals, as well as local polling, Get-out-the-Vote campaigns (GOTV), and
campaign events. In addition, campaign expenditures include what the campaign calls
“administrative expenditures,” which includes all money spent on the offices within a state
and its staffers. This mostly consists of spending on catering for meetings, rent, utilities,
cable, and internet in campaign offices, administrative supplies (associated largely with IT
costs), and staffer travels (rental cars, housing, flights, etc.). Total expenditures include
20

If we do include all years in between as control years, our results remain consistent. We chose this
setup to keep our results consistent with the expenditures results.
21
See CRP (2011) for more information on the dataset.
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all expenses listed under our campaign expenditures measure, as well as money spent on
broadcast, radio, and print advertising, along with other media-related costs (i.e., media
consultants, production costs of advertisements, and miscellaneous costs related to getting
out the message).
We expect that campaign expenditures are a good proxy for the candidate’s travel
and the campaign’s direct expenses. However, the administrative portion of the campaign
expenditures are likely a lower bound for the amount of money staffers spend in each state
during the campaign. For example, if campaign staff goes to a restaurant in the evening,
this will not be covered as a campaign expense, especially if the meal includes alcohol.
This spending amount is a lower bound for total exogenous spending in the area, since
national news and media crews also tend to follow and cover the primary schedule state
by state. Even with this lower bound, states with primaries tend to see between one half
a million and 19 million dollars in spending over an election cycle. Comparing this to
the median total income in the retail and accommodations sectors, 7.14 and 3.3 billion
respectively, we think this is still enough money to modestly boost local income growth.
The total expenditures are likely to include some expenses that do not directly affect
a state’s local economy at the time of a primary, though they are expenses made for the
primary campaign. For example, the production of an advertisement run in Iowa could
be done in California, and thus included in this measure. The production could also be
done in Iowa, however, and it is not feasible, given the data, to distinguish the two. Thus,
for the remainder of the paper, we choose to focus on the campaign spending measure in
favor of the total expenditures measure.

3

Descriptive Statistics
In this section, we first argue that the timing and existence of a primary campaign is

exogenous to local economic growth. We next look at the campaign expenditures data
from 2004 and 2008 to establish that there is more spending during primary campaigns.
9

3.1

Exogeneity of Primary Campaigns

The identification strategy in this paper comes from the orthogonality of primary campaign spending in a given state and the state’s local economy, where the nature of primary
contests gives candidates an incentive to campaign sequentially. Since this money is not
targeted to states with the most need, the shock to consumption expenditures generated
from primary campaign spending is exogenous to income levels.22 Iowa’s primary is always first in the election cycle, so the state should expect the millions of dollars spent
in local businesses by the Presidential campaigns, media crews, and the ceremony of the
primary election. For this reason, in the analysis we drop all states that have a primary
in every year. Other states, however, experience more variation in regards to (1) whether
or not any money will be spent in primary campaigns and (2) how much money will be
spent. This variation comes from two main channels.
First, the duration of any primary campaign is unknown ex ante. While some primary
campaigns leave only one candidate in each party after only a few months (i.e. in 2004
when Senatory Kerry clinched in March), other election cycles (i.e. 2008) carry on until
June, reaching every state. Figure 1 shows the variation, by party, of the number of
states reached by campaigns in each election cycle. This shows significant fluctuations in
the number of states that have primary elections each year, particularly in Republican
primaries. Alternatively, Figure 2 plots the duration of primary campaigns over time,
where the duration is defined as the number of days from the first primary until only one
candidate remained in the contest.23 In general, the early contests from 1976-1992 took
longer to determine each party’s candidate.
Figure 2 additionally plots the average GDP per capita in the US over time, reassuring
22

Unlike in the literature on the economic impact of mega-events (See Matheson (2006) and citations
therein), primary campaigning does not require setup costs. In addition, there is ex-ante uncertainty as
to whether or not a state will be reached by primary campaigns, whereas mega-events are planned far
in advance. Finally, since primary campaigning does not usually happen in desirable tourist locations,
as candidates instead campaign in areas to reach the maximum number of median voters, we worry less
about crowding out of the local tourist sector.
23
Since there are potentially 2 primaries in each state and year, there is a duration for each contest.
We plot the length of the longer primary in each year.
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us that the duration of primaries is uncorrelated with the state of the economy. We also
compare the length of the primary to the unemployment rate in each year, to ensure that
the primary is not correlated with other economic indicators. This is shown in Figure 3,
again revealing no correlation. To provide a specific example of the changes in primary
campaigning between years, we show the changes in primary status by states between the
2004 and 2008 elections. Figure 6 shows which states switched primary status between
2004 and 2008. Comparing just these 2 election cycles, we see that there are many states
that had primaries in 2008 but not 2004, due to both the fact that there was no Republican
primary in 2004 and the length and competitiveness of the 2008 Democratic primary.
Second, the ordering of primaries across states has changed drastically from 1976
through the present day. Although national parties have some influence on the timing
of primaries, the decisions are ultimately made by each state. There has been significant
movement in the primary calendar over time. The change in ordering also allows for
some states to experience campaign spending in some election cycles and not others.
In addition, if a state’s primary moves to a day in which many other states hold their
contests, this may lead to a reduction in campaign spending in that state. This gives us
variation in both the existence of and amount of spending by primary campaigns.
A state’s change in ordering is seemingly uncorrelated with a change in economic
indicators. To demonstrate this, in each year we split the states into two groups: those
who changed their primary date from the previous election, and those that did not.24
Figure 4 plots the average GDP growth in both groups over time. The graph also shows
the number of states that changed their primary date in each year. This figure shows no
systematic difference between the GDP growth in both groups over time. We also see that
there are a large number of states that change their primary dates each year, showing
that this provides an important source of variation. Figure 5 performs the same exercise,
instead looking at unemployment rates. We again see that the unemployment rates of the
24

We label a state as having changed their primary date if the date of the primary made a substantial
change (i.e. more than 2 weeks) such that it took an initiative within the state’s Board of Elections and
changed the ordering of the primary schedule.
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two groups track each other closely.

3.2

Primary Spending

In this paper, we study whether the existence of a primary increases local income. For
there to be an effect, there has to be more campaign spending in states with primaries.
To verify that this is true, we use data on campaign expenditures from the 2004 and 2008
primary elections. Table 2 shows the distribution of spending for primaries by quarter,
where states with primaries in the current or next period have higher spending than areas
without primaries. We see that spending increases during a primary, not just during
the quarter of the primary but also in the quarter before the primary. Early spending
could occur because candidates campaign in some states for an extended period of time,
especially when the race is on the cusp of two quarters.
Next, we look at the changes in spending in states as they change primary status over
the years, to ensure that having a primary leads to increased spending. In general, we
see that states that did not have a primary in 2004 and did have one in 2008 tended to
have more spending in 2008. Figure 6 shows the states that held a primary in 2008 and
not in 2004, and Figure 7 shows the percentage change in expenditures between the two
election cycles. States such as Pennsylvania and Utah, which were reached in the lengthy
democratic campaign in 2008, had over 20 percent more primary spending in this election
cycle than they did in 2004, when the process culminated before the state was reached.
There is also an increase in spending from 2004 to 2008 in early states like Iowa, South
Carolina, and New Hampshire, where the increased number of candidates and the fact
that both parties held primaries increased the spending in those states. Conversely, the
state election boards in Michigan and Florida moved their Presidential primary contests
up, and set the elections in January 2008. The DNC challenged these moves, and in turn,
Democratic candidates opted to not campaign in these states. Thus, spending in these
states actually decreased from their later primary day in 2004.25 Overall, these figures
25

There are cases where state boundaries provide a neighboring state with additional spending when
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show variation in spending in states, depending on whether or not there is a primary in
that year. This supports our argument that there will be more spending in states with
primaries.
Using the spending data and the primary dummies in 2004 and 2008, we estimate the
relationship between the existence of a primary and spending growth, while controlling
for the same factors we take into account in our later analysis. We first construct a
set of control variables we expect to be correlated with the intensity of spending. The
structure of the primary calendar is such that there is often one day with many of the
elections, typically called “Super Tuesday.” We control for whether or not an election in
a state is on this day each year.26 Another possibility is that in states with late primaries,
early spending for the general election when one party’s nominee has been determined
and the other has not could falsely lead to higher levels of income growth, especially
in battleground states. To account for this, we control for whether or not a state is a
battleground state in periods after one party’s candidate has been chosen.27
We additionally control for other factors that could affect the economy. We first
include quarter fixed effects to account for any seasonal trends in income growth. We
also include the house pricing index (HPI) to control for other aggregate changes to the
economy.28 We choose HPI as a control variable instead of unemployment rates, since we
want to allow the changes in income to be generated from either increases in employment
or hours. HPI is also one of few economic indicators available at the state-quarter levels
there is not a primary in that state. For example, New Jersey benefited from New York’s early primary
on a day independent of all other primary contests in 2004. This is because candidates spent money
renting cars, purchasing hotel rooms, and eating some meals in New Jersey, though they were officially
campaigning in NY. When compared to 2008, even though NJ held its own primary, it did this on a
day when many other states also held primaries, as did NY. This made spending higher in the previous
election cycle.
26
Our “Super Tuesday” control is defined as the day each year that has the most primary elections in a
given state. “Super Tuesday” is always reached, so it is an interaction term between the primary dummy
and having an election on the given date.
27
We could include a control for whether or not a state held a competitive primary. For example, in
President Bush’s home state of Texas, he may have already been a favorite and not needed to campaign.
However, enough states have a proportional share of electoral votes, so candidates still receive votes
towards the final count if they do not win a majority in a given state.
28
This comes from the Federal Housing Finance Agency’s quarterly indexed state-level, including all
transactions (purchases and appraisals). See www.fhfa.gov for more on these data.
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for the majority of our 1976-2008 time span.
The first column in Table 3 shows that the existence of a primary more than quadruples
spending growth in that quarter, when compared to states without primaries. Primary
spending growth is lower in “Super Tuesday” states when compared to states with primaries on other days, as “Super Tuesday” elections make it hard for time-constrained
politicians to campaign everywhere. In addition, battleground states tend to have significantly lower spending growth than non-battleground states. This result is not surprising
since our dependent variable is only primary spending growth, and does not include money
earmarked for the general election. The house price index is seemingly uncorrelated with
primary spending growth. If we add state level fixed effects to this model, as in Column
(2), we see that primary campaigning still more than doubles spending growth when compared to a period when the state did not have a primary. Hosting a primary on “Super
Tuesday” lowers this substantially, as does being in a battleground state.

4

Empirical Analysis
In this section, we estimate the effect of primary spending on local economic devel-

opment. We first test how the existence of a primary before the nomination has been
determined affects changes in income growth from 1976-2008. We then verify these results using data on campaign expenditures across states in the 2004 and 2008 elections.

4.1

Existence of a Primary

We assume that a state’s income in a given quarter depends on whether or not there
is a primary in a given time period, a set of control variables, and state and year fixed
effects. Let Pit be a dummy variable indicating whether or not there is a primary in state
i at time t. Denote the log average per capita income in sector s in state i at time t as
yist , state fixed effects as µis , time fixed effects as γst , control variables as Xit , and the
error term as ist . Then we can write
14

yist = β0s + β1s Pit + β2s Xit + µis + γst + ist

(1)

Taking first differences of Equation (1), the state and year fixed effects drop out:

∆yist = β1s ∆Pit + β2s ∆Xit + ˆist ,

(2)

where ˆist = ∆ist .
We estimate equation (2) and look at how changes in the primary dummy variable
affect income growth in different sectors. Identification in this specification comes from
comparing states with primaries to those that do not have primaries. We define a state
as having primary spending if there is a primary in the current quarter or in the next
quarter, acknowledging that candidates sometimes spend an extended amount of time
campaigning in a state.
We drop states that have primaries in every election year, as it is hard to argue that
the existence of a primary is exogenous in states that anticipate primary spending each
cycle. This leaves us with a sample of states for which there is variation in whether or
not there is a primary, so each election cycle contains uncertainty as to whether or not
they will receive primary spending.
In the first set of results, we present the unconditional effects of hosting a primary.
Since the existence of primary campaigns are exogenous to the state of the economy, the
unconditional effects of campaign spending will be unbiased. In this specification, we still
include quarter fixed effects to control for seasonal fluctuations in income.
In Table 4, we show results for total earned income, as well as in sectors where we would
expect the largest effect from primaries: accommodations, services, and retail trade. We
expect accommodations to be particularly affected; however, this measure is not available
for the early data, so we instead use the services sector for the first time period. The
data from the later time period shows that accommodations is the service sector most
likely to be affected by primary spending. We expect that primary campaign spending
15

will directly affect the accommodations sector, as increased revenues from hotel room,
catering, food services, and additional expenses the campaigns incur flow straight into
this sector. Additionally, we examine data for both periods separated for retail trade, as
the definition of the sector changed slightly between the two periods provided.
The first three columns of Table 4 show that primary spending increases total income
growth by approximately 0.43 percentage points, where average state income growth is
1.3%. Primary spending increases income in the services and accommodations sectors by
0.63 and 0.38 percentage points, respectively (where the mean growth rates are 2.1% and
1.1%, respectively). For retail trade, the results are mixed. We see a positive effect of
primary spending from 1974-2001, yet a negative (although not statistically different from
zero) effect in the 1990-2009 period. While this seems puzzling at first, retail purchases
should only be influenced by campaign spending if (1) the candidates’ staff buy from local
shops that would not get the business in the absence of the campaign or (2) locals are
working overtime to meet the demand of the inflow of people. Large retail stores, like
Walmart, may be less affected by primary spending, as they are a national chain, and we
have no reason to believe that they will need to hire more workers or pay workers overtime
when the campaign comes to town. Since it is not clear that the campaigns actually shop
at “Mom and Pop” stores when making purchases (where the increased spending effects
directly increase income), and instead may favor larger corporations, it does not directly
follow that retail trade income should rise from primary campaign spending.
Next, we add in control variables to improve the precision of our estimates.29 We
control for variables that may affect the volume of spending, such as having a primary on
“Super Tuesday” and whether or not the state was a battleground in the given period.
We additionally control for the overall state of the economy using a quarterly house price
index measure. As before, we include quarter fixed effects. Table 5 shows that the results
do not substantially change when we include control variables, though the estimates on
29

The sample size is slightly smaller in Table 5 since HPI data is available only starting in 1976. Since
we look at differences, we omit this first election cycle when we add controls.
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the primary indicator increase in each sector.
Table 5 also shows that having a primary on Super Tuesday decreases the overall
effect in Columns (1)-(5), so much so that they negate any positive effect of hosting a
primary. This is expected because candidates devote less resources to each state if there
are multiple primaries on the same day, as shown in Table 3. We do not find a statistically
significant effect of being a battleground state. The timing is set such that states count as
a battleground starting, in the calendar year of the election, when one candidate in either
party has clinched the nomination. When an incumbent is not challenged in a primary, a
state that is competitive in the general election is classified as a battleground state starting
in the first quarter of the election year. However, the most intense campaigning occurs
during the 3rd quarter of each election year. When we only allow states to be classified
as battleground states in the third and fourth quarters of an election, the battleground
dummy variable is positive and statistically significant. This implies that income growth
increases in battleground states later in the election cycle, possibly due to spending for
the general election.
In an alternate specification, we also include state fixed effects when estimating Equation (2). In the initial setting, the state fixed effects dropped out of the regressions
because we study income growth. In this next specification, we allow for state fixed effects in growth rates. This changes the identification of the dummy variable for primary
elections. Without state fixed effects, the coefficient on the primary election variable was
identified by comparing the income growth in states with and without primaries. By
including state fixed effects, the coefficient is identified by comparing income growth in a
given state when the primary variable changes values. The results with state fixed effects
are in Table 6. This does not substantively change the results.
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4.2

Expenditures

Next, we verify the results in the previous section data from the 2004 and 2008 primaries on the amount spent by campaigns in each state during each election. This setup
allows for an extra source of variation resulting from differences in expenditures across
states and time.
Denote spending in a state as eit , and yist is defined identical to Equation (1).30 Then

yist = β0s + β1s eit + β2s Xit + µis + γst + ist
Taking differences,

∆yist = β1s ∆eit + β2s ∆Xit + ˆist

(3)

The parameter β1s tells us how changes in spending affect income in each sector. This
provides a more precise estimate of the effect of spending on income growth since we also
have variation in spending in each state and quarter. Our identification largely comes
from states that were reached in the 2008 election but not in 2004. However, we argue
that the amount spent is orthogonal to a state’s economic growth, as even if a state is
consistently reached (and is reached in both 2004 and 2008), there is still uncertainty
about the degree of spending in each year. For example, some years provide competition
between candidates in both parties, while others have competition from only one. In
addition, there is large variation in the number of entrants within each party between
years. At times, favored candidates do not win the early states, turning the tide of the
election, thereby increasing the competitiveness. Changes in primary dates affected the
spending in some states as well. For example, New York moved its primary in 2008 to
an election day with other states, causing a decrease in its expenditures between the two
cycles. Thus, our variation comes from states that had both increased and decreased
30

If we instead use per capita spending, our results are similar. These results are in Table 10 in the
Appendix.
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expenditures over the two election years. Finally, we exploit variation in spending over
the course of the primary election cycle, where earlier contests with more competitors
tend to exhibit more spending.
Early states like Iowa, New Hampshire, and South Carolina may come to expect or even
rely on the visits by potential Presidential candidates. To ensure that the traditionally
early races are not driving our results, we drop Iowa, New Hampshire, and South Carolina
from the expenditures results.31
We use quarterly data on campaign expenditures in a given state to estimate Equation
(3), and are interested in the coefficient on the growth rate in expenditures, β1s . In
this analysis, we use data from 2003-2004 and 2007-2008. We continue to control for
battleground status of the state, though we no longer control for different attributes of
the primary, as the spending amounts will capture the existence of a “Super Tuesday.”32
Table 7 reports the coefficient and standard errors for β1s in Equation (3), which is the
coefficient on the growth rate in expenditures, which we interpret as an elasticity. We find
that campaign spending modestly increases quarterly growth, where doubling campaign
expenditures between quarters results in a 0.052% increase in a state’s total income from
the previous quarter, adjusting for seasonal increases in income. We see the largest effects
in the accommodations and retail trade sectors, where doubling expenditures results in a
.16% and 0.070% increase in income, respectively. We find larger effects in the accommodations sector than we do for total income. These results are robust to including controls
in Columns (4)-(6). The results for the retail trade sector are different from the previous
results using a primary dummy variable. The increased growth in the retail sector may in
part be influenced by the many technological and startup needs of the campaign offices’
expenses that happened from 2004-2008 moreso than in previous periods. In addition,
given a larger effort of grass roots campaigning from 2004-2008, staffers likely spent more
31

If we restrict the sample further to include only the states that change primary status between the
two election cycles (or only estimating the extensive margin), are results remain substantitively similar,
though our standard errors become slightly larger.
32
If we additionally control for lagged spending growth, β1s is not statistically different from the
specification shown in Table 7.
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time in less populated areas, forcing them to promote local economies more than in the
longer time period. The battleground dummies again vary by sector, though in a way
that is consistent with the primary dummy results.
Similar to the previous section, we also include state fixed effects, where the comparison
now comes from changes in spending growth within the same state. This is shown in Table
8, and does not substantially change the results. In addition, we replicate the results using
the primary dummy variables from the previous subsection on this subsample. These
results, in Table 11 in the Appendix, are consistent with the results in Tables 4-5.
Theoretically, these expenditure results can be used to calculate a multiplier, which
would give the effect of additional spending on income levels. We could then compare
this value to the literature on fiscal stimulus multipliers, providing a multiplier in sectors
different than ones that are traditionally studied. However, we do not have a complete
measure of the amount spent during primary campaigns. Our measure of spending is a
lower bound on the actual amount of additional spending brought forth by a Presidential
primary campaign, and does not include spending by the media, individual spending by
staffers, or the additional expenditures put forth by a state’s residents in order to engage
in campaign events. For simplicity, we will refer to these additional expenses as “media
spending” for the remainder of the discussion. This mis-measurement of total spending
makes it hard to calculate accurate multipliers.
We assume that media spending and our expenditure values are highly correlated,33
which implies that our estimate of β1s will not be biased. However, this makes it difficult
to estimate the multiplier. The multiplier tells us how much total income would grow with
an additional $1 of spending. In our setup, an additional $1 of primary spending does not
just account for a $1 increase in spending, as it would also be associated with an increase
in media spending. Because we do not have an accurate measure of media spending,
we are uncertain of the degree to which media spending would increase, and therefore
33

We think this is a valid assumption since a race with greater primary spending may have more
electoral votes and garner more media attention. Also, like candidates, networks are constrained if many
contests occur on the same day and have to spend less covering each given state.
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cannot calculate an accurate multiplier. This argument implies that multipliers would be
(and are) unreasonably large (greater than 10). When we instead run simulations varying
the amount of media spending, between 50% and 100% of our expenditure values, our
estimates of β1s remain statistically equivalent to the previous estimates. This simulation
also produces lower and reasonable multiplier estimates within ranges of media spending
between 50% and 100% of total spending (between 2 and 3.5).

5

Where is the Money Coming from?
A discussion of the economic benefit of primaries would be incomplete without consid-

ering the sources of these funds. In particular, concern may arise that campaign contributions from individuals within a state are approximately equal to campaign spending in
that same state. If, for example, Iowa residents are contributing at a higher rate than the
rest of the country (especially at the time of the primary), funds may simply be moving
amongst Iowa citizens.
Campaign spending is different than traditional government spending because campaigns are financed through three sources: individual level contributions, federal matching
funds, and Political Action Committee (PAC) contributions. Individual level contributions in presidential races are generally considered consumption goods, where an individual donates to a campaign if it increases his/her utility (Ansolabehere et al. 2003). Thus,
individuals who enjoy following politics, as well as those with more resources, tend to
contribute more money to candidates and do this more frequently (Brady et al. 1995).
While we do not precisely know the counterfactual, we postulate that this money would
not be spent in the absence of primaries, as those who contribute in primaries tend to be
more high-income individuals whose budgets allow for some flexibility in spending. However, we cannot fully assess the value of individuals’ participation in the process, where
they give their time, or small dollar donations to the campaign. These resources would be
reallocated in the absence of the race. An additional source of “individual” funds, which
21

are less frequently utilized in primary races, is a candidate’s personal expenditures, which
likely would not be spent to the same extent in the absence of a race.
Second, partial public funding is available to Presidential primary candidates in the
form of matching payments of up to $250 per individual. To obtain these funds, candidates must become eligible and limit themselves to spending caps.34 Again, these funds
differ from the traditional federal spending in that they are not targeted at aiming an
impoverished area, but instead are entrusted to viable Presidential candidates with intentions of getting out their messages to help voters make an informed decision. There has
been little variation in the total federal funds allocated for Presidential primary contests
over our sample period (1976-2008).
Third, candidates receive money from PACs. While PAC contributions have increased
significantly since 1976 (FEC 2010),35 candidates still receive most of their money during
the primary from individuals and matching funds. This is because partisan PACs generally wait until a candidate has clinched the nomination to stand behind him. In 2008,
candidates raised a total of $534 million from individuals, $63 million from PACs, and $21
million from federal matching funds. Similarly, in 2004, candidates raised $130 million
from individual contributors, $10 million from PACs, and $27 from federal funds.36
Recognizing that the majority of campaign spending comes from individuals, we analyze the geographic sources of the donations in Figures 8 - 9 for 2004 and 2008, respectively.
We construct a measure, entitled Campaign Ratio, by dividing total campaign-related expenses (i.e., money spent specifically on the travel-related activities for campaigning, not
on ads, media, consultants, etc.) in a given state by that state’s total individual-level
campaign contributions. Thus, the greater the measure, the more relative money that
is coming from out of state than being spent in state. In Figure 8, we see that in early
states like Iowa, New Hampshire, South Carolina, Missouri, Arkansas, and Virginia, there
34

See www.fec.gov for more on these rules.
Also, see the CRP http://www.opensecrets.org/pres08/totals.php?cycle=2008 for more trends
on giving and expenditures.
36
Calculations based on Federal Election Commission data on Presidential candidates’ primary
fundraising.
35
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is the greatest ratio of spending to contributions. States like Texas, Washington, and
California had some of the lowest ratios in 2004, meaning that residents were contributing more money than was being spent in the state on campaigns. Similarly, Figure ??
shows that Iowa, New Hampshire, Wisconsin, Missouri and Iowa have the highest amount
of money spent on primary campaign expenditures, compared to he total contributions
by state residents. However, South Carolina and Kansas still saw more money spent in
their states than what their residents contributed. In general, what we see is a transfer
of funds from individuals in some states with many contributors to states early in the
primary process, or on days with their own contest. These figures imply that the money
being spent during primaries is mostly coming from outside the state.37

6

Conclusion
This paper takes a traditional public finance and macroeconomics question, asking

how government spending affects local economies, and instead looks at primary campaign
spending as an exogenous shock to some sectors of a state’s economy. We find that this
money modestly increases income growth in a state. Specifically, the service sectors see
the largest effects, where the accommodations sector seems to be the main source of this
finding.
While other papers have investigated the ability of early primaries to influence policy,
as candidate’s attempt to appease early state’s preferences in order to clench the nomination early (Malhotra and Snowberg 2011), our paper is the first to show the economic
value of hosting a primary race. We also find that when there are few candidates in
the race, it is more valuable to have a primary race that occurs independently of other
states, making a Super Tuesday primary less valuable in terms of spending and economic
growth. This paper provides additional incentives for states to move their primaries up
in the ordering, though to do so strategically.
37

Again, we do not look at small donations or within-state volunteering as inputs.
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Additionally, this paper provides a new insight on fiscal stimulus. While previous
work has established a link between government spending and increases in employment,
earnings, and income, this paper asserts that additional spending in states’ service sectors
provide similar benefits to personal earnings. Thus, when individuals are greeted with
a political campaign, they should relish in the stimulus this provides (and the transfers
from individuals in other states that allow this to occur). A federal re-ordering of the
primary calendar may best be structured to help states with struggling service sectors.
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Figure 1: Number of primaries over time
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Figure 3: Primary Length and Unemployment
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Figure 4: States that switch primary dates and GDP
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Figure 5: States that switch primary dates and unemployment
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Figure 6: Primary Status Between 2004 and 2008
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Figure 7: Changes in Expenditures from 2004-2008
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Figure 8: Campaign Expenditures and Contributions in 2004
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Figure 9: Campaign Expenditures and Contributions in 2008
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Tables
Table 1: Dates when only one candidate remains by party
Republicans
Democrats
Date Clinched
Nominee
Date Clinched
Nominee
1976
8 June
Gerald Ford
8 June
Jimmy Carter
1980
1 May
Ronald Reagan
4 June
Jimmy Carter
1984
No Contest
Ronald Reagan
5 June
Walter Mondale
1988
15 March
George H.W. Bush
7 June
Michael Dukakis
1992
No Contest
George H.W. Bush
2 June
Bill Clinton
1996
5 March
Bob Dole
No Contest
Bill Clinton
2000
9 March
George W. Bush
9 March
Al Gore
2004
No Contest
George W. Bush
11 March
John Kerry
4 March
John McCain
3 June
Barack Obama
2008
Notes: President Carter had a very low approval rating and was forced by the DNC
to run in the primary in 1980. No Contest means that there were no contenders
against the incumbent president.

Table 2: Spending by Primary Existence
Primary Status
Primary in current quarter
Average
Median
25th Percentile
75th Percentile
Observations
Primary in next quarter
Average
Median
25th Percentile
75th Percentile
Observations
No primary
Average
Median
25th Percentile
75th Percentile
Observations

Total Spending

Campaign Spending

1,507,529
423,584
86,755
1,487,526
89

703,237
222,641
55,653
721,901
89

1,733,553
276,206
33,115
1,336,009
89

638,328
138,157
27,522
679,948
89

861,762
99,962
16,191
533,750
624

372,993
35,286
4,207
255,636
624
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Table 3: Primary Existence Predicts Primary Campaign Expenditures
Dependent Variable=Spending Growth
(1)
(2)
Primary Spending
3.318∗∗∗
3.432∗∗∗
(0.348)
(0.400)
Primary on Super Tuesday

-0.809∗∗
(0.322)

-0.955∗∗∗
(0.331)

Battleground State

-1.543∗∗∗
(0.229)

-1.717∗∗∗
(0.257)

House Price Index

3.350
(3.537)
658

2.167
(2.988)
658

Observations

Standard errors in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
Includes quarter dummies. Columm (2) includes state fixed effects.

Table 4: Primary spending increases income and income in service sectors(no controls)

Primary spending
Observations

(1)
Income
1974-2009
0.00426***
(0.000686)
2736

(2)
Services
1974-2001
0.00620***
(0.00108)
2128

(3)
Accommodations
1990-2009
0.00375*
(0.00228)
1520

(4)
(5)
Retail trade
1974-2001 1990-2009
0.00449*** -0.00153
(0.00108)
(0.00140)
2128
1520

Standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
Includes quarter dummies

Table 5: Primary spending increases income and income in service sectors
(1)
Income
1974-2009
0.00468***
(0.000689)

(2)
Services
1974-2001
0.00860***
(0.001000)

(3)
Accommodations
1990-2009
0.00675***
(0.00237)

Primary on Super Tuesday

-0.00471**
(0.00186)

-0.0118***
(0.00313)

-0.0155***
(0.00475)

-0.00256
(0.00284)

-0.0117***
(0.00387)

Battleground state

-0.000124
(0.000590)

-0.00101
(0.000863)

-0.00176
(0.00132)

0.00113
(0.000772)

0.00254**
(0.000990)

House price index

0.0634***
(0.0111)
2698

0.0350***
(0.00983)
2090

0.339***
(0.0345)
1520

0.0296**
(0.0117)
2090

0.323***
(0.0289)
1520

Primary spending

Observations

Standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
Includes quarter dummies
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(4)
(5)
Retail trade
1974-2001 1990-2009
0.00391***
0.000313
(0.00111)
(0.00133)

Table 6: Primary spending increases income (state fixed effects)
(1)
Income
1974-2009
0.00475***
(0.000630)

(2)
Services
1974-2001
0.00879***
(0.000595)

(3)
Accommodations
1990-2009
0.00716***
(0.00221)

Primary on Super Tuesday

-0.00470**
(0.00207)

-0.0119***
(0.00294)

-0.0166***
(0.00390)

-0.00340*
(0.00177)

-0.0124***
(0.00421)

Battleground state

0.0000158
(0.000538)

-0.00105
(0.000933)

-0.00170
(0.00117)

0.00118**
(0.000549)

0.00320***
(0.00113)

House price index

0.0637***
(0.0129)
2698

0.0345***
(0.00954)
2090

0.344***
(0.0267)
1520

0.0299*
(0.0152)
2090

0.326***
(0.0358)
1520

Primary spending

Observations

(4)
(5)
Retail trade
1974-2001
1990-2009
0.00408***
0.000408
(0.000769)
(0.00107)

Standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
Includes quarter dummies

Table 7: Campaign Expenditures Modestly Increase Income Growth

Spending Growth

Dependent Variable= Per Capita Income Growth
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
Income
Accom.
Retail
Income
Accom.
0.000519∗∗∗ 0.00160∗∗∗ 0.000698∗∗∗ 0.000470∗∗∗ 0.00124∗∗∗
(0.000152) (0.000248) (0.000207)
(0.000138) (0.000217)

(6)
Retail
0.000510∗∗∗
(0.000177)

Battleground

0.00164
(0.00101)

-0.00812∗∗∗
(0.00154)

-0.00215∗
(0.00125)

House price index

0.286∗∗∗
(0.0194)
658

0.416∗∗∗
(0.0329)
658

0.389∗∗∗
(0.0275)
658

Observations

658

658
∗

658
∗∗

Robust standard errors in parentheses. p < 0.10,
p < 0.05,
Includes quarter dummies. State-quarter observations.
Drops IA, NH, SC.
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∗∗∗

p < 0.01

Table 8: Campaign Expenditures Modestly Increase Income Growth (state fixed effects)
Dependent Variable= Per Capita Income Growth
(1)
(2)
(3)
Income
Accom.
Retail
Spending Growth
0.000468∗∗∗ 0.00120∗∗∗
0.000515∗∗∗
(0.000123) (0.000243)
(0.000176)
Battleground State

0.00196∗∗
(0.000884)

-0.00994∗∗∗
(0.00188)

-0.00189∗
(0.00102)

House price index

0.283∗∗∗
(0.0241)
658

0.418∗∗∗
(0.0405)
658

0.393∗∗∗
(0.0388)
658

Observations

Robust standard errors in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05,
Includes quarter dummies. State-quarter observations.
Drops IA, NH, SC.
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∗∗∗

p < 0.01

A

Battleground States
Table 9: Battleground states by year
Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

1980,
1992
1992,
1980,
1976,
1968,
1980,
1976,
1976,
1992,
1976,
1976,
1976,
1984,
1976,
1976,
1976,
1980,
1976,
1980,
1976,
1980,
1976,
1968,
1980,
1976,
1992,
1976,
1976,
1976,
1980,
1976,
1968,
1976,
1968,
1968,
1984
1980,
1976,
1980,
1976,
1980,
1976,
1976,
1980,
1968,
1992

1992, 1996
1996,
2000,
1988
1988,
1992,
1980,
1992,
1996,
1980,
1980,
1992,
1992,
1992
1980,
1980,
1992,
1980,
1984,
1980,
1984,
1980,
1976,
1988,
1992,
1996,
1992,
1988,
1980,
1992,
1996,
1976,
1992,
1976,
1976,

2000, 2008
2004

1992,
1992,
2000,
1984,
1988
1988,
1988,
1992,
1980,
1992,
1996,
2000,
2004
1992,
1984,
1996,
2008
1992,
1996
1980,
1980,

1992,
1988,
1992,
1992,
1988,
1992,
1988,
1988,
1972,

1996,
1992,
1996,
1996
2000
1996,
2000,
2000
1976,

1992,
1996,
1992,
1996,
2008
1988,
1988
1996,
2000,
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1996, 2000, 2004, 2008
2008
2004
2000, 2004, 2008
2004
2008
2004, 2008
1996
2000
2004
1988
1992,
2000,
1996
1988,
1996,
2000,
2004,

2000, 2004
2004
1996, 2000, 2004, 2008
2008
2004
2008

1996, 2000, 2004
1988
2008
1996, 2000, 2004, 2008
1988, 1992, 1996, 2000, 2004
1984, 1988, 1992, 2000
2008
1996, 2008
2000

2000, 2004, 2008
2004
1980, 1984, 1988, 1992, 2000

Table 10: Per Capita Campaign Expenditures Modestly Increase Income Growth
Dependent Variable= Per Capita
(1)
(2)
(3)
Income
Accom.
Retail
Spending Growth
0.00115
0.0180∗∗
0.0119∗
(0.00587) (0.00741) (0.00655)

Income Growth
(4)
(5)
Income
Accom.
-0.000230
0.0115∗∗
(0.00528)
(0.00583)

(6)
Retail
0.00847
(0.00576)

Battleground State

0.000943 -0.00961∗∗∗
(0.000988) (0.00147)

-0.00266∗∗
(0.00122)

0.288∗∗∗
(0.0196)
658

House price index
Observations

658

658
∗

658
∗∗

Robust standard errors in parentheses. p < 0.10,
p < 0.05,
Includes quarter dummies. State-quarter observations.
Drops IA, NH, SC.

∗∗∗

0.420∗∗∗
(0.0336)
658

0.390∗∗∗
(0.0277)
658

p < 0.01

Table 11: Results are robust restricting sample to 2004 and 2008 expenditures sample
(1)
Income
0.00697∗∗∗
(0.00152)

(2)
Accom.
0.0126∗∗∗
(0.00252)

(3)
Retail
0.00629∗∗∗
(0.00169)

Primary on Super Tuesday

0.000119
(0.00300)

-0.00823∗∗
(0.00416)

-0.00626
(0.00409)

Battleground State

0.000686 -0.00999∗∗∗
(0.000982) (0.00155)

-0.00283∗∗
(0.00119)

Primary Spending

House Price Index
Observations

0.286∗∗∗
(0.0192)
658

0.417∗∗∗
(0.0334)
658

Standard errors in parentheses
Includes state fixed effects, quarter dummies, year dummies
∗
p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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0.389∗∗∗
(0.0269)
658

