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A County-Level Analysis

A.1 Summary Statistics for Full Suburban-County Sample

A.2 Defining the Suburban County Sample

This section addresses one of the basic concerns that arises in the study of American metropolitan areas:

the potential sensitivity of findings to rule-based sample definitions. The results presented in the body of

the paper define suburban counties by including only counties more than 20 kilometers from the central

city and less than 100 kilometers from the central city. Findings are robust to both selection of the inner

and outer radius and to a sampling frame based on population density. For purposes of brevity, these

sensitivity analyses were conducted using a simplified version of the dummy variable for presence of an

Interstate in a county, coded 1 if an Interstate had opened in the county at least four years earlier.

First, findings are robust to selection of inner and outer radii. Results for the full suburban county

sample, excluding pre-1956 freeway adopters and applying coarsened exact matching, appear in Figures

A-1 and A-2. To begin, the full sample, excluding early-adopter states, is subsampled using a grid-search

procedure. This grid search covers three different values of the inner radius (10, 20, and 30 kilometers)

and six values of outer radius (40, 50, 60, 70, 80, 90, and 100 kilometers). This yields a total of 21

different subsamples. On each of these samples, coarsened exact matching and least squares regression

are used to estimate the average treatment effect of highways on the suburban county vote, following

the procedure described in the text. For all samples with an outer radius greater than 50 kilometers, the

results corroborate those presented in the main text.

Figure A-3 displays a similar grid search over sample definition rules. Instead of defining the sub-

urban sample for each metropolitan county in terms of radius, it defines the sample in terms of county
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Variable Mean SD Min. Max.

Treatment Variables

Earliest Interstate Opening, (Treated Counties) 1965 6.717 1942 1992

Interstate Highway Built At Any Time 0.554 0.497 0 1

Covariates

Republican Presidential Vote, 1948 0.413 0.192 0.006 0.841

Republican Presidential Vote, 1952 0.548 0.152 0.081 0.930

Republican Presidential Vote, 1956 0.556 0.154 0.095 0.926

Median Family Income, $, 1949 (9-category) 5.16 1.524 2 9

Proportion Non-White, 1950 0.110 0.164 0 0.818

Log(Persons Per Acre, 1950) -2.54 0.872 -7.26 0.2825

Proportion in Urban Residence, 1950 (10-category) 2.60 2.231 0 9

Crop Value Per Capita, 1950 ($) 112 133 0 1619

Mfg. Establishments, 1939 36 51 0 457

On Strategic Route, 1941 0.657 0.475 0 1

Proportion Non-Resident One Year Earlier, 1950 0.013 0.13 0.000 0.192

Region=South 0.42 0.49 0 1

Table A-1: Summary statistics for suburban county sample (n = 988).
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population density. Each sample is defined by selecting different minimum and maximum county popu-

lation densities, using sample quantiles. This grid search applies the same matched sampling and regres-

sion methods to samples defined by shrinking the density window progressively. Samples that include

low-population-density counties yield results closer to those obtained in the published analysis.
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A.3 Simple Difference in Means

One may be concerned that the estimates presented here are a result of specification hunting. One way to

allay these concerns is to present simple difference-in-means estimates for each of the analyses. Figure

A-4 presents the difference in the mean Democratic vote (in percentage points) for counties with and

without Interstates at least four years earlier. A simple scatterplot of urban-suburban polarization against

exits per square mile as of each year is presented in Figure A-5. In both cases, the difference in means is

in the expected direction.

A.4 Robustness of Findings to Inclusion of Lagged Presidential Vote as a Match-

ing Variable

In this Figure A-6, I present results analogous to Figure 3, but excluding the lagged presidential vote from

the first year for each of the three treatment cohorts (i.e., 1956, 1964, and 1972). Such a lagged variable

was included to reduce biases associated with varying secular trends over time. Since key decisions

about where to locate Interstate highways were made years earlier, a possible concern is that controlling

for these later election results introduces the potential for a version of post-treatment bias, even though

outcomes are not measured for 8 years after the included presidential results. To address this concern, I

present results for models that are identical to those in the text except for their exclusion of the lagged

Democratic presidential vote proportion.

A.5 Balance Checks

In this section, I present results of balance checks used to generate the matched samples, for each region,

Interstate highway construction cohort, and year, presented in Figure 3. As discussed in the text, to

generate the largest possible matched data sets while preserving balance, the Interstate treatment in each
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year was matched against all counties in which an Interstate had not yet been built, for each election

year following the treatment cohort in question. For example, when creating a matched samples for the

1956-1963 treatment cohort, the matched control group for estimating Interstates’ effects was assembled

from counties in which an Interstate had not been opened as of 1964, while the matched sample for

year t was assembled from the observations that had yet to be treated in year t. This means that the

size and composition of the matched samples for each treatment cohort varies slightly over time. The

matched samples are typically smaller in later election years, when the most comparable control units

have, themselves, had Interstates open.

Figures A-7 through A-15 present the standardized imbalance in the full (“F”) and matched (“M”)

samples, for each variable included in the matching exercise, for both pre-treatment and post-treatment

election years. These results find that imbalance between treatment and control counties is substantially

reduced by the coarsened exact matching procedure in almost all cohorts, regions, and years, though not

completely eliminated. In cases where imbalance is not completely eliminated, the results depend more

on the adequacy of the linear regression model (Ho et al., 2007).
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Figure A-1: Robustness of findings to definition of a suburban county sample based on the inner and outer

radius defining rings drawn around the metropolitan central city. Outer radii of 40 to 70 kilometers.
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Figure A-2: Robustness of findings to definition of a suburban county sample based on the inner and outer

radius defining rings drawn around the metropolitan central city. Outer radii of 80 to 100 kilometers.
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Figure A-3: Robustness of findings to definition of suburban county sample by population density.
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Figure A-5: Simple bivariate plots of the urban-suburban Democratic voting gap, by year, against metro-

area exits per square mile.
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Figure A-6: OLS estimates of effect of Interstate in a county, using CEM-matched samples. Interstate

highways contributed to a decline in the suburban Democratic vote, mostly early on and in the South,

omitting Democratic vote at baseline. 80% (thick) and 95% (thin) confidence intervals accompany each

estimate. Top row: Interstates opened 1956-1963. Middle row: Interstates opened 1964-1971. Bottom

row: Interstates opened 1972-1979.
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Figure A-7: Standardized imbalance, 1956-1963 treatment cohort, all suburban counties. Difference

in means for the treated and control group, divided by the standard deviation in the unmatched control

group, for the [F]ull available sample and the [M]atched sample.
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Figure A-8: Standardized imbalance, 1956-1963 treatment cohort, Southern suburban counties. Differ-

ence in means for the treated and control group, divided by the standard deviation in the unmatched

control group, for the [F]ull available sample and the [M]atched sample.
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Figure A-9: Standardized imbalance, 1956-1963 treatment cohort, Non-Southern suburban counties.

Difference in means for the treated and control group, divided by the standard deviation in the unmatched

control group, for the [F]ull available sample and the [M]atched sample.
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Figure A-10: Standardized imbalance, 1964-1971 treatment cohort, all suburban counties. Difference

in means for the treated and control group, divided by the standard deviation in the unmatched control

group, for the [F]ull available sample and the [M]atched sample.
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Figure A-11: Standardized imbalance, 1964-1971 treatment cohort, Southern suburban counties. Dif-

ference in means for the treated and control group, divided by the standard deviation in the unmatched

control group, for the [F]ull available sample and the [M]atched sample.
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Figure A-12: Standardized imbalance, 1964-1971 treatment cohort, Non-Southern suburban counties.

Difference in means for the treated and control group, divided by the standard deviation in the unmatched

control group, for the [F]ull available sample and the [M]atched sample.
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Figure A-13: Standardized imbalance, 1972-1979 treatment cohort, all suburban counties. Difference

in means for the treated and control group, divided by the standard deviation in the unmatched control

group, for the [F]ull available sample and the [M]atched sample.
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Figure A-14: Standardized imbalance, 1972-1979 treatment cohort, Southern suburban counties. Dif-

ference in means for the treated and control group, divided by the standard deviation in the unmatched

control group, for the [F]ull available sample and the [M]atched sample.
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Figure A-15: Standardized imbalance, 1972-1979 treatment cohort, Non-Southern suburban counties.

Difference in means for the treated and control group, divided by the standard deviation in the unmatched

control group, for the [F]ull available sample and the [M]atched sample.
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A.6 Highway-Induced Changes in Suburban Correlates of Partisanship

Partisan change in suburban counties and across metropolitan areas did not occur in a controlled environ-

ment. Highways had multiple effects, including changing the demographic and economic composition of

communities, and, while we cannot completely disentangle sorting and compositional effects, we would

expect highway-induced influences on both the political and demographic makeup of communities. In

the case of the suburban-county vote, highways may have aided the sorting of ex ante Democratic and

Republican identifiers, or placed voters in a context in which they are more likely to vote for one of

the major parties. We could attempt causal mediation analysis to engage these demographic changes’

relative influence over the total effect of highways on partisanship, but even in an experimental setting

such an analysis would require strong assumptions (Imai et al., 2011). As an alternative, we can estimate

highways’ effect on a range of correlates of partisanship to demonstrate the aggregate-level outcomes

that were most affected by the presence of highways. Available evidence from both the suburban coun-

ties and urban-suburban couplets during time period in question (using county-level Census data from

1970 to 2000) suggests that in the suburban comparative analysis, highways’ most pronounced effect

was to aid construction of wealthier commuter neighborhoods in suburban counties in which they were

built. Within urban-suburban couplets, it appears that racial change was a more important consequence

of highway construction.

The analyses presented here present compositional changes brought about by highway construction.

Estimated effects on five correlates of partisan voting behavior are presented. For simplicity, a dummy

treatment variable is coded “1” if an Interstate opened in the county at least four years earlier, and zero

otherwise. Four of these are socioeconomic correlates of partisanship, measured using data from the

National Historical GIS (Fitch and Ruggles, 2003): Average home value (2010 dollars), Per capita in-
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come (2010 dollars), Percentage of workers over 16 working outside the county (a measure of a county’s

commuter status), and the Percentage of homes built in the previous decade. To test for highways’ effect

on racial compositional change, I estimate the effect on the Nonwhite percentage of the population.

The first of these findings applies the methods for the suburban-county analysis as presented in Sec-

tion 2. Results of this analysis (Figure A-16) suggest that partisan differences between suburban counties

historically arose from highway-induced changes in counties’ economic composition. Specifically, coun-

ties with Interstate highways have had higher income, higher home values, and a higher out-of-county

commuter rate than comparable counties without them. These results are consistent with the model of

residential sorting laid out earlier: highways enable creation of new, upper-middle-class and wealthy

commuter suburbs in previously rural areas. They do not show that highways create large racial differ-

ences between suburban counties, though this is unsurprising given the overwhelmingly white population

in the suburban sample.

Even in the South, differences in racial composition between suburban counties with and without

Interstates are insubstantial. The non-white percentage of the population in suburban control counties

(those that never had an Interstate) and suburban treated counties (those that had an Interstate built at

some point during the study period) show little difference between the groups and little divergence over

time as a function of Interstate status. By the 1990s, Southern suburban counties with and without

Interstates had become more diverse, and developed suburbs with Interstates had become slightly more

diverse. These results appear in Figure A-17.
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Figure A-16: Interstate highways’ impact on economic and racial correlates of partisanship in suburban

counties (average treatment effect on the treated in the population represented by the matched sample).
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A.7 Sensitivity Analysis

B Urban-Suburban Analysis

B.1 Summary Statistics for Urban-Suburban Couplet Sample

B.2 Sensitivity of Urban-Suburban Findings to Choice of Outer Radius

The sensitivity of the effect of the log-transformed variable is assessed by varying the outer radius used

to define each metropolitan area. The outer radius of each metropolitan area is varied and the effects

estimated by the same methods used on p. 20. These results, presented in Figure A-18, show that the

direction of point estimates is insensitive to choice of outer radius.

B.3 Highway Effects on Urban-Suburban Gap in Correlates of Partisanship

One may speculate about the degree to which the urban-suburban divide is similarly tied to correlates

of partisanship influenced by highway-induced residential sorting. As with the analysis of the urban-

suburban Democratic gap, estimates are likely to be imprecise. Here, we can estimate the effect of high-

way density on the urban-suburban gap in per capita income, age of housing stock, home values, percent

non-white, and the percentage of residents working outside the county. Lowess-smoothed estimates

of highway density’s effects on urban-suburban differences in selected Census variables are presented

in Figure A-19. These are estimated using the same linear regression and smoothing process (without

matching) that appears in the main text, p. 20. These estimates control for the same baseline covariates

included in the text.

Across all categories, the estimates of the differences are in the expected direction. A larger positive

value indicates that the urban-minus-suburban gap in the outcome is larger. The negative estimates
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Variable Mean SD Min. Max.

Exits Open Per Square Mile, 1956 0.005 0.008 0 0.050

Exits Open Per Square Mile, 1964 0.023 0.027 0 0.155

Exits Open Per Square Mile, 1968 0.032 0.033 0 0.162

Exits Open Per Square Mile, 1972 0.038 0.038 0 0.197

Exits Open Per Square Mile, 1976 0.041 0.040 0.004 0.214

Exits Open Per Square Mile, 1980 0.044 0.042 0.004 0.214

Exits Open Per Square Mile, 1984 0.045 0.042 0.004 0.214

Exits Open Per Square Mile, 1988 0.046 0.042 0.004 0.217

Exits Open Per Square Mile, 1992 0.047 0.043 0.006 0.220

Exits Open Per Square Mile, 1996 0.049 0.043 0.006 0.220

Urb-Sub Diff. in Dem. Pres. Vote, 1948 0.034 0.086 -0.201 0.210

Urb-Sub Diff. in Dem. Pres. Vote, 1952 0.033 0.093 -0.169 0.197

Urb-Sub Diff. in Dem. Pres. Vote, 1956 0.024 0.092 -0.202 0.226

Urb-Sub Diff. in Proportion Nonwhite, 1950 0.026 0.056 -0.132 0.185

Urb-Sub Mean, Proportion Nonwhite, 1950 0.098 0.112 0.003 0.440

Urb-Sub Mean, Mfg. Estabs., 1939 801 1804 0 14320

Urb-Sub Mean, Co. on Strategic Route 0.83 0.19 0.1 1

Log Persons/Sq. Mi., 1950 5.10 0.93 3.74 8.013

South 0.275 0.449 0 1

Table A-2: Summary statistics for explanatory variables and covariates for urban-suburban couplets

(n=83).
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Figure A-18: Highways’ effect on urban-suburban polarization across interquartile range of logged exits,

as a function of outer radius used to define the metropolitan area. Top left: 50 kilometers; top right: 70

kilometers; bottom left: 80 kilometers, bottom right: 100 kilometers.
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obtained for the effect on per capita income, for example, indicate that the income gap between suburbs

and cities is larger in metropolitan areas with more highways. The large positive estimate for non-white

racial composition indicates that metro areas with more highways tend, on average, to have a greater

urban-suburban racial segregation.

B.4 Exogeneity of Exits

One concern raised about the exits analysis is that exit construction may be endogenous to local demands

for highway construction. That is, as highways are built, they induce demand for more highways, and

may also induce demand for exits. As discussed in the text, the construction of and placement of exits

on Interstate highways in order to avoid excessive traffic jams was a key concern of highway planners.

The merging delays and congestion now known to occur in urbanized areas with many highway ramps

was a concern that prompted highway planners to place restrictions on exit construction. While there

were key exceptions to the rule, most exits along the Interstate system are original to the Interstates,

and few additional exits were built after initial construction. To demonstrate the stability of the number

of exits over time, and how exits follow new highway construction and are not simply a response to

new traffic demands, I present historical exit counts from three Sun Belt cities: Phoenix, Houston, and

Atlanta. These three cities were selected because they were among the fastest growing cities over the

study period, and because highways were essential to their outward growth. Thus, they constitute a “hard

case” for my claim that exits were placed exogenously. Four quantities are presented from metropolitan-

area maps from 1965, 1975, and 1985 Rand McNally Road Atlases: total exits on Interstates, total exits

added in the previous decade, the proportion of exits that were inserted (i.e., that were added after a

highway segment had been completed, rather than with new construction) and the percentage of exits

that were these “inserted” exits. Of the three cities, Houston appears to be the worst-case scenario,
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Figure A-19: Highways and urban-suburban polarization on correlates of partisanship. Lowess-

smoothed estimate of the first difference in urban-suburban polarization in five key Census variables

for the 25th to 75th percentile of the logged exit-density variable, without matching. Bootstrapped 80%

and 95% confidence intervals accompany the point estimates.
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City Year Interstate Exits Exits on New Segments Inserted Exits % Inserts

Atlanta 1965 39 - - 0%

Atlanta 1975 66 27 0 0

Atlanta 1985 83 14 3 3.6

Houston 1965 37 - - 0%

Houston 1975 77 40 3 3.9

Houston 1985 115 38 14 12.2

Phoenix 1965 16 - - 0%

Phoenix 1975 26 10 0 0

Phoenix 1985 40 4 0 0

Table A-3: The exogeneity of exits in three Sun Belt cities in 1965, 1975, and 1985.

with 12.2% of exits qualifying as “inserted” exits in the year 1985. The number of freeways added

post-construction is minimal in the other two cities.

C Instrumental Variables Estimation

Among the alternatives to the matching and regression framework applied in the paper is an instrumental

variables framework, in which an exogenous instrument is used to predict an endogenous treatment vari-

able. One reason to seek out and use such an instrument is that it helps to address the widely held concern

that once highways were built, they created traffic and, in turn, induced additional highway construction.

We would want to identify an exogenous instrument that effectively predicts highway construction. Pre-

vious scholarship has used highways plans as instruments for eventual highway construction. Using
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two-stage least squares or other instrumental variables methods, we can then estimate the effect of high-

ways only in counties whose highway construction can reasonably be construed to be induced by the

original plan. If the instrument is uncorrelated with the outcome variables except through the endoge-

nous regressor, we can interpret such an estimate as an unbiased local effect among those units whose

construction occurred because of their presence on the highway plan.

Instrumental variables analysis requires strong assumptions that are difficult to satisfy in this setting.

The first is that the instrument must be a strong predictor of where highways were built. In this respect,

the highway plan is a strong instrument for Interstate construction, as noted in the paper. Across most of

the period, very few Interstates were built that did not appear on original plans. A second requirement

is that any instrument must satisfy the exclusion restriction: after conditioning on shared predictors of

the instrument and the outcome, the instrument must be “uncorrelated with any other determinants of the

dependent variables” (Angrist and Pischke, 2009, 116-117). With respect to this project, the highway-

plan instrument must not just act upon the outcome, but must be correlated with the outcome only by

way of the endogenous regressor (whether a highway was built).

Do highway plans that pre-date highway construction satisfy these requirements? It is clear that this

instrument was not randomized. As noted in the text, the factors considered in drawing the plan are also

factors that anticipated future changes in metropolitan areas. Thus, to use highways as an instrument, we

must depend very heavily on the other covariates included in the first-stage and second-stage regressions.

Thus, the primary advantage of the instrumental variables approach is to eliminate highways that were

built “off the plan” from the analysis.

The results of two instrumental variables (two-stage least squares) regressions presented in Figures

A-20 and A-22 offer a robustness check on the findings presented in the body of the paper. The top

figure is a check on the suburban-county analysis. In lieu of matching, an instrumental variables analysis
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was applied to all suburban counties in states where highways were built no earlier than 1956. We are

interested in the second-stage coefficient estimate on the interstate highway variable (an indicator that an

Interstate was open in a county at least four years earlier). The instrumental variable used in the analysis

is an indicator variable indicating whether a county was included in the 1944 highway plan, represented

by georeferencing the 1944 Interregional Highways report, tracing the lines from the report, then adding

a five-mile-wide buffer to account for imprecision in the original map and in coding. The 2SLS regression

includes the following county-level covariates in both the first and second stage: median family income

in 1950, log population density in 1950, percent non-white in 1950, percent urban in 1950, crop value

per capita in 1950, percentage of residents who did not live in the county in 1949, and the number of

manufacturing establishments that appeared in the 1939 manufacturing census. The outcome variable

used in the second-stage estimate is the gain score measure. The bootstrap/lowess smoothing procedure

described in the text is used. These instrumental variables regressions are run separately on the full set

of suburban counties, Southern counties, and non-Southern counties.

The second analysis is a similar type of design, but applies to the urban-suburban analysis, and more

closely follows the analyses that appear in the literature. The exogenous instrument is the metropolitan-

level number of “rays,” a count of the number of radial highways, on a 1947 highway plan, while the

variable being instrumented is the number of radial highways built as of the beginning of each decade

preceding highway construction, from 1950 through 1990 (Baum-Snow, 2007). The first and second

stage regressions each include the following covariates: the urban-suburban difference in the 1948, 1952,

and 1956 presidential votes, the urban-suburban difference in the nonwhite percentage of the population

in 1950, the unweighted urban-suburban mean of the percentage nonwhite in 1950, a dummy variable

for the South, and 1950 log population density. This analysis is run only on the full sample and the

bootstrap/lowess smoothing procedure described in the text is used.
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The results from both of these analyses do nothing to contradict the findings in the main text, and even

suggest that the regional effect heterogeneity observed in the South and non-South may be overstated.

Across all suburban counties, counties whose highways were induced by the 1944 highway plan were,

across most of the study period starting around 1976, about 4 points less likely to vote for the Democratic

presidential candidate than comparable counties without highways. While regional effects are estimated

with less precision, across much of this period the effect sizes in the South were about twice as large:

around 6 to 8 points, though most of the estimates only border on statistical significance at customary

levels. The same analysis was conducted with the same gain-score outcome but without including pre-

treatment covariates in the system of equations. These results (Figure A-21) are substantially similar.

The rays analysis also yields effects that are qualitatively similar to those presented using exits. The

plotted estimates represent the effect of a shift from the 25th percentile to the 75th percentile in the

number of rays on the planned map. The dots on each plot represent the unsmoothed point estimates,

while the blue line and dashed and full line represent the lowess-smoothed point estimates and 80% and

95% confidence intervals.

The rays analysis also yields effects that are qualitatively similar to those presented using exits. The

plotted estimates represent the effect of a shift from the 25th percentile to the 75th percentile in the

number of rays on the planned map. The dots on each plot represent the unsmoothed point estimates,

while the blue line and dashed and full line represent the lowess-smoothed point estimates and 80% and

95% confidence intervals.
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Figure A-20: Instrumental variables estimates using early highway plans as an instrument for eventual

adoption. Effect of highways on suburban Democratic vote. Full set of pretreatment covariates included

in estimation.
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Figure A-21: Instrumental variables estimates using early highway plans as an instrument for eventual

adoption. Effect of highways on suburban Democratic vote. No covariates included in estimation.
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D Addressing Regional Heterogeneity

D.1 Differences and Similarities Between the South and Non-South

Infrastructure was able to have a larger influence in the South because metropolitan areas in the region

had lower density suburban regions than the non-South before the construction of the Interstate High-

way System. At the same time, the differences between the South and other states were small enough

to be addressed by including controls that represent the different starting points for suburbanization in

the two regions. The scale of these differences is presented in the Figure A-23, which captures these

suburban pre-trends using two variables whose effect was accounted for in matching and linear regres-

sion. The horizontal axis of each graph represents the distance of each county from the nearest central

city in each metropolitan area, while the vertical axis represents the county-level mean. These graphs

demonstrate that counties on the outskirts of Southern cities were slightly lower-density than suburban

counties elsewhere, and such counties also had a slightly higher proportion of new residents. Both of

these are consistent with the hypothesized mechanisms and the larger effect sizes observed in the South.

While these analyses are presented as examples of regional differences, the differences observed

here are addressed in the analysis in several respects. Both of the variables presented here are included

as linear covariates, so their linear additive influence over the results is accounted for in the models. If

that proves insufficient to account for the differences presented here, a region fixed effect is included,

which encompasses any non-time-varying differences between the South and non-South not accounted

for in the other covariates.
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Effect of Rays, 2SLS Estimates
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Figure A-22: Instrumental variables estimates using early highway plans as an instrument for eventual

adoption. Effect of radial highways on the urban-suburban Democratic gap.
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Figure A-23: Southern suburban counties were only slightly lower density than non-Southern suburban

counties in 1950, and residents in Southern counties were slightly more likely to have lived in a different

county a year earlier.

Another concern about the South is the extent to which conversion in place, rather than geographic

mobility. While this distinction is not important to the estimating highways’ effect on geographic change

(since highways could act by indirect means to help induce partisan change at higher rates in counties

with highways), descriptive statistics from historical Censuses (Fitch and Ruggles, 2003) indicate a larger

role for geographic migration in suburbs in the South, and a larger difference associated with highways,

than outside the South. Figure A-23 presents the proportion of migrants who lived outside the county five

years earlier. The regional averages for the South and non-South are presented, along with averages for

counties that had an Interstate highway five years earlier and those that did not. While this figure does not

provide evidence of a causal effect, about 25% of residents of counties with Interstates were newcomers,
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while just around 20 percent of residents in counties without highways were newcomers. The effect is

also in the expected direction (though, unsurprisingly, smaller in magnitude) across this period. In all

Censuses, in both regions, the average proportion of new arrivals in counties with highways exceeds the

proportion in counties without highways. Also consistent with a model of sorting in which highways

have larger effects when they are built in new areas, the highway-related gap grows smaller over time

as more areas have Interstates for longer periods. Some of this convergence of places with and without

Interstates may be due to the diffusion of residential growth from counties with highways into those

without them.

D.2 Barplots of Migration by Party ID, South and Non-South
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Figure A-24: Barplot of distribution of residential type of place, by party and urban/non-urban location

of respondent’s high school in 1965, Southern high school graduates only. The partisan identification

variable is allowed to vary with each time period.
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Figure A-25: Barplot of distribution of residential type of place, by party and urban/non-urban location

of respondent’s high school in 1965, Southern high school graduates only. The partisan identification

variable is allowed to vary with each time period.
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E Ternary Plots of Predicted Probability of Residential Location

The least-squares regressions in Section 4 focus exclusively on the outcome of whether individuals lived

in a suburban or rural zip code along an Interstate. Below, I extend this analysis by modeling residential

location of individuals using all three residential categories that appear in the data in Figure 5: in a

major city, outside a major city but near an Interstate, and outside a major city but not near a major

city. To model these choices, I rerun the same models that appear in the least squares regressions, but

using a multinomial logistic regression, which permits joint estimation of the odds of moving from one

category to another. An advantage of this approach, versus conducting three separate regressions, is that

the predicted probabilities of falling in each category correctly add to 1. Estimates from these models

are presented using ternary plots that display the predicted probabilities under the same four models

that appear in the text, for individuals who graduated from both central-city and non-central-city high

schools. Using Zelig software (Imai, King and Lau, 2008), I generate simulated predicted probabilities

for Democratic versus Republican identifiers as of 1997 (upper left), for whites versus non-whites (upper

right), and high-income versus low-income individuals. Finally, I present the predicted probability from

the multivariate model including party identification, of falling in each residential category, after first

setting the race variable to “white” and the income variable to “middle income.” Figure A-26 presents

these estimates for individuals who graduated from central-city high schools, while Figure A-27 presents

the same results for those who graduated outside this area.

These figures largely confirm the inferences drawn from the least squares regression results. Gradu-

ates of urban high schools of both parties were more likely, by 1997, to be living in suburbs with Inter-

states, though this was much more true of Republicans. Similarly, white race is a very strong predictor

of movement outside of cities, while income is a less strong predictor.
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Predicted Residence by Party ID, 1997
 Central City HS 1965, No Covariates
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Predicted Residence by Party ID, 1997
 Central City HS 1965, with Income, Race Covariates
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Figure A-26: Ternary plots of predicted probabilities of falling in one of three types of zip codes in 1997,

among individuals who graduated from an urban high school in 1965: (1) within 10 miles of a major

central city, (2) not within 10 miles of a central city but within 10 miles of an Interstate highway and (3)

not within 10 miles of a central city and not within 10 miles of an Interstate highway. Individuals who

graduated from a high school near a central city.
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Predicted Residence by Party ID, 1997
  Non−Central HS 1965, No Covariates
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Predicted Residence by Party ID, 1997
 Non−Central HS 1965, with Income, Race Covariates
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Figure A-27: Ternary plots of predicted probabilities of falling in one of three types of zip codes in 1997,

among individuals who graduated from a non-urban high school in 1965: (1) within 10 miles of a major

central city, (2) not within 10 miles of a central city but within 10 miles of an Interstate highway and (3)

not within 10 miles of a central city and not within 10 miles of an Interstate highway.
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