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Table App.1: Partisan Composition of FEMA Aid Applicants

Party Affiliation Number of FEMA Aid Applicants
who were Party Affiliates

Democratic Party 142,637 (44.0%)

Republican Party 126,115 (38.9%)

[No Party Affiliation Selected] 36,729 (11.3%)

Independent Party of Florida 7,206 (2.2%)

The No Party Affiliation Party of Florida 1,707 @90)

Libertarian Party of Florida 322 (<0.1%)

Independence Party of Florida 162 (<0.1%)

Reform Party 130 (<0.1%)

The Green Party of Florida, Inc. 110 (<0.1%)

[Other or non-recognized party] 9,201 (2.8%)

Total Applicants with Voter Registrations 324,319 100%)

Note: This Table reports each party's share of the Fdodda FEMA applicants who satisfied the followitigee
criteria: 1) The individual's household applied F&EMA aid during the 2004 hurricane season; 2) FBblk action
on the household’s aid application prior to the &lober 2004 general election; 3) The individual elagble and
actively registered to vote in both the 2002 andd?@eneral elections
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Table App.2: Re-estimation of Table 1 Models Usin@lustered Standard Errors
Effect of FEMA Application Approval on Voter Turnou t Among FEMA Applicants

Dependent Variablevoted in November 2004 Election
Democrats and

Voters Included:  Democrats Republicans

Republicans
o -0.039 0.054" -0.041
FEMA Application Approved (0.018) (0.017) (0.019)
FEMA Application ApprovedX 0.100”
Registered Republican (0.028)
Registered Republican (8822)
Voted in November 2002 2.343"7 2.347" 2.352"
General Election (0.115) (0.140) (0.125)
Maximum Wind Speed 0.000 -0.011 -0.005
(Miles Per Hour) (0.005) (0.008) (0.006)
Maximum Wind Speed 0.000 0.000 0.000
(Miles Per Hour Squared) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
. 0.071" 0.081" 0.075"
Voter's Age (Years) (0.006) (0.008) (0.006)
. -0.001" -0.001" -0.001”
Voter's Age (Years Squared) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Med. Home Value in 0.009" 0.010 0.010
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.003) (0.006) (0.004)
. -0.276" -0.162" -0.226"
Voter's Gender (Male) (0.027) (0.013) (0.020)
African-American “0.011 0.474 -0.027
(0.040) (0.078) (0.040)
Med. Household Income in 0.081" 0.092™ 0.081"
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.011) (0.012) (0.008)
County Fixed Effects Included Included Included
Constant -1.689" -1.534" -1.633"
(0.260) (0.377) (0.292)
Pseudo R 0.34 0.33 0.34
N 142,637 126,115 268,752

*** n<,001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed). Clustered standard errors ireptheses, where each cluster is a county.
Note: Data include registered voters whose householtieabfor FEMA disaster aid before the November 2@@ktion and
who were registered to vote in both the 2002 ar@#i28ections.
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Table App.3: Effect of FEMA Aid Delivered One WeekBefore the November 2004 Election

Dependent Variablevoted in November 2004 Election

Model (1) Model (2) Model (3) Model (4)
Voters Included: Democrats Republicans Democrats Republicans

FEMA Application Approved -0.030 0.077" -0.034 0.048"

During Aug. 14 to Oct. 27, 2004 (0.014) (0.016) (0.014) (0.016)
FEMA Application Approved -0.125" 0.203" -0.124 0.168"
During Oct. 27 to Nov. 2, 2004 (0.040) (0.048) (0.041) (0.049)
Voted in November 2002 General 2.358" 2.416° 2.343" 2.3477
Election (0.014) (0.016) (0.015) (0.017)
Maximum Wind Speed 0.000 -0.011
(Miles Per Hour) (0.005) (0.005)
Maximum Wind Speed 0.000 0.000

(Miles Per Hour Squared) (0.000) (0.000)

: 0.071" 0.081"
Voter's Age (Years) (0.002) (0.003)

: -0.001" -0.001"
Voter's Age (Years Squared) (0.000) (0.000)
Med. Home Value in 0.009” 0.010”
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.002) (0.002)

: -0.276 -0.162"
Voter's Gender (Male) (0.014) (0.016)

: . -0.011 -0.474"
African-American (0.018) (0.051)
Med. Household Income in 0.081" 0.092"
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.008) (0.009)
County Fixed Effects e e Included Included
Constant -0.088" 0.032 -1.688" -1.539"

(0.011) (0.013) (0.182) (0.229)
Pseudo R 0.30 0.30 0.34 0.33
N 142,637 126,115 142,637 126,115

*** n<,001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed). Standard errors in parentheses.
Note: Data include voters whose household applied faviRElisaster aid before the November 2004 electamm
who were registered to vote in both the 2002 ar@#t2fections.
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Table App.4: Effect of FEMA Award Size on Voter Tumout Among FEMA Applicants

Dependent VariableVoted in November 2004 Election

Model (1) Model (2) Model (3) Model (4)

Model (5)

Mdel (6)

Voters Included: Democrats RepublicansDemocrats an

Democrats Republicans

Democrats an

Republicans Republicans
. -0.009™ 0.008™ -0.009" -0.009™ 0.005 -0.009™
Log.(FEMA Aid + $1) (0.002) (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.002)
Log. (FEMA Aid + $1) % 0.017" 0.014™
Registered Republican (0.003) (0.003)

: : 0.141" 0.081"
Registered Republican (0.015) (0.016)
Voted in November 2002 2.356" 2.416" 2.383"7 2.342" 2.348" 2.352"
General Election (0.014) (0.016) (0.011) (0.015) (0.017) (0.012)
Maximum Wind Speed -0.000 -0.011 -0.005
(Miles Per Hour) (0.005) (0.005) (0.003)
Maximum Wind Speed 0.000 0.000 0.000
(Miles Per Hour Squared) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

. 0.071" 0.082" 0.075"
Voter's Age (Years) (0.002)  (0.003)  (0.002)

. -0.001" -0.001" -0.001"
Voter's Age (YearS Squared) T T T (0000) (0000) (0000)
Med. Home Value in 0.009™ 0.010” 0.010”
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

. -0.275" -0.161" -0.226"
Voter's Gender (Male) (0.014)  (0.016)  (0.010)
Affican-American -0.012  -0.475" -0.027

(0.018) (0.051) (0.016)
Med. Household Income in 0.080™ 0.092™ 0.081"
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.008) (0.009) (0.006)

County Fixed Effects - - - Included Included Included
Constant -0.072” 0.048™ -0.081" -1.669" -1.523" -1.618"
(0.011) (0.013) (0.010) (0.182) (0.229) (0.140)

Pseudo R 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.34 0.33 0.34

N 142,637 126,115 268,752 142,637 126,115 268,752

*** n<,001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed). Standard errors in parentheses.

Note: Data include registered voters whose householtieabfor FEMA disaster aid before the November 2004

election and who were registered to vote in both2002 and 2004 electiofsSEMA Aidis the number of dollars

each applicant's household received. Rejectedcapé receive $0.
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Table App.5: Alternative Specifications of Logged EMA Aid Models

Dependent Variablé/oted in November 2004 Election

Model (1) Model (2) Model (3) Model (4) Model (5) Mdel (6) Model (7) Model (8) Model (9)
Democrats an . Democrats an Democrats an
Republicans Democrats Republicans Republicans Republicans

Voters Included: Democrats Republicans Democrats Republicans

. -0.017" 0.009" -0.017"
Log.(FEMAAId +$10)  5003)  (0.003)  (0.003)

Log: (FEMA Aid + $10)X 0.025"

Registered Republican (0.004)

Loge (FEMA Aid + $0.1) -0.006 0.007 -0.006

(0.001) (0.002) (0.001)
Log. (FEMA Aid + $0.1)% 0.013"

Registered Republican (0.002)

-0.022" 0.018" -0.022"

Logio(FEMA Aid + $1) (0.004) (0.005) (0.004)

Logho (FEMA Aid + $1) X 0.040"
Registered Republican (0.007)

. . 0.085" 0.171" 0.141"
Registered Republican (0.023) (0.012) (0.015)
Voted in November 2002  2.355" 2.416" 2.382" 2.357" 2.416" 2.383" 2.356 2.416" 2.383"
General Election (0.014) (0.016) (0.011) (0.014) (0.016) (0.011) (0.014) (0.016) (0.011)
Constant -0.027 0.036 -0.036 -0.091” 0.060” -0.099” -0.072" 0.048" -0.081"

(0.015) (0.019) (0.015) (0.009) (0.011) (0.008) (0.011) (0.013) (0.010)
Pseudo R 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30

N 142,637 126,115 268,752 142,637 126,115 268,752 6342 126,115 268,752
*** n<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed). Standard errors in parentheses.

Note: Data include registered voters whose householtiezpfor FEMA disaster aid before the November 2@@ttion and who were registered to vote in bb&2002 and 2004
elections.




Supplemental Online Appendix, Page 7 of 22.

Table App.6: Effect of FEMA Responsiveness on Votefurnout Among Applicants

Dependent Variablevoted in November 2004 Election

Model (1) Model (2)  Model (3)

Model (4)

Model (5)

Mdel (6)

Voters Included: Democrats RepublicansDemocrats an

Democrats Republicans

Democrats an

Republicans Republicans
- -0.033 0.088" -0.032 -0.039" 0.055" -0.041
FEMA Application Approved 4514y (0.016)  (0.014)  (0.014)  (0.016)  (0.014)
FEMA Application Approvedx 0.118" 0.100"
Registered Republican (0.020) (0.021)
. . 0.141" 0.079”
Registered Republican (0.015) (0.016)
Waiting Time for FEMA -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 0.000 -0.000 0.000
Response to Application (Days) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Voted in November 2002 2.358" 2.416" 2.384" 2.343" 2.347" 2.352"
General Election (0.014) (0.016) (0.011) (0.015) (0.017) (0.012)
Maximum Wind Speed 0.000 -0.006 -0.005
(Miles Per Hour) (0.005) (0.016) (0.003)
Maximum Wind Speed 0.000 0.000 0.000
(Miles Per Hour Squared) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
: 0.071" 0.081" 0.075"
Voter's Age (Years) (0.002)  (0.003)  (0.002)
. -0.001” -0.001" -0.001"
Voter's Age (Years Squared) - - - (0000) (OOOO) (OOOO)
Med. Home Value in 0.009” 0.010" 0.010"
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
. -0.276" -0.162" -0.226"
Voter's Gender (Male) (0014)  (0.016)  (0.010)
African-American -0.011  -0.474” -0.027
(0.018) (0.051) (0.016)
Med. Household Income in 0.081" 0.092™ 0.081"
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.008) (0.009) (0.006)
County Fixed Effects -—-- -—-- -—-- Included Included Included
Constant -0.087" 0.035 -0.095~ -1.688" -1.535" -1.633"
(0.011) (0.013) (0.010) (0.182) (0.229) (0.140)
Pseudo R 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.34 0.33 0.34
N 142,637 126,115 268,752 142,637 126,115 268,752

*** n<,001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed). Standard errors in parentheses.

Note: Data include registered voters whose householtieabfor FEMA disaster aid before the November 2004

election and who were registered to vote in both2002 and 2004 elections.
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Table App.7: Re-estimation of Table 5 Models Usin@lustered Standard Errors
WLS Regression: The Effect of FEMA Aid on Precincttevel Bush Vote Share

Dependent Variable:2004 George Bush Vote Share x100

Model (1) Model (2) Model (3) Model (4) Model (5)

Democratic Republican

Precincts Included: All Precincts  All Precincts  All Precincts Precincts Precincts

(< 50% Bush Vote)(> 50% Bush Vote)

Proposition 2: 0.36 0.78" 1.03” 0.79" 1.20"
FEMA Aid (Dollars Per Capita, Logged) (0.12) (0.12) (0.09) (0.16) (0.11)
33.65 26.16" 27.26" 20.78" 35.44"
2000 G.W. Bush Vote Share (4.44) (3.52) (3.34) (2.88) (5.50)
60.19" 66.50" 57.12" 55.46 49.79”
2002 Jeb Bush Vote Share (4.27) (3.31) (3.54) (3.99) (5.11)
. 0.50" 0.85" 0.14
Median Household Income ($10,000s) (0.08) (0.15) (0.14)
. . -11.97" -3.49 -12.24
Welfare Receipts ($1,000s) Per Capita (3.01) (3.79) (5.79)

. . . -4.88" -7.94” -11.36"
African-American Proportion (0.99) (1.38) (3.25)
Homeowner Proportion 5.50° 2.81" 7.48°

P (0.68) (0.77) (1.21)
Hurricane Wind Speeds Included No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant 0.78 6.28 7.16" 11.077 10.48"
(0.61) (1.92) (2.06) (2.24) (3.32)
R 0.93 0.93 0.94 0.93 0.80
N 5,897 5,897 5,897 2,866 3,031

*** n<.001; *p<.01; *<.05 (two-tailed). Clustered standard errors ireptheses, where each cluster is a State Housietdiste smallest geographic unit within which
precincts lie.

Note: Observations are weighted by precinct voting-amgugation. Democratic (Republican) precincts amséhin which George Bush’s share of the two-paotg ¥n
November 2000 was under (at least) 50%.



Frequency

15000 30000 45000 60000

0

Supplemental Online Appendix, Page 9 of 22.

Figure App.1: Distribution of FEMA Aid Across Indiv iduals

Distribution of FEMA Aid Awards Among
Aid Applicants who are Registered Republicans

Distribution of FEMA Aid Awards Among
Aid Applicants who are Registered Democrats
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Figure App.2: FEMA Aid Recipients for Hurricane Charley (FEMA Disaster #1539)

Note: The bright pink strip in this map denotes the cep&th of Hurricane Charley,
which traveled northeast across Florida. The gdega denote the residential
location of each successful FEMA aid applicant.



Supplemental Online Appendix, Page 11 of 22.

Figure App.3: Hurricane Wind Speeds Experienced byoemocratic and Republican Voters

Hurricane Victimization and Partisanship
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Figure App.4: The Awarding of FEMA Aid by Party, by Home Value Group, and by Hurricane Severity
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Figure App.5: Efficacy of FEMA Application Processfor Democratic and Republican
Applicants
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Figure App.6: Spatial Autocorrelation of Residuals from Tablévdel 4
(Democratic Applicants)
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Figure App.7: Spatial Autocorrelation of Residualsfrom Table 1, Model 5
(Republican Applicants)
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Figure App.8: Effect of FEMA Aid on Bush Vote Sharein Democratic and Republican

Precincts
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Note: The vertical axes measure the residuals from dlpellation-weighted least squares regression:
BustD4 =a + S, [BuslO0 + S, [BuslD2 + S, Wind + ¢, , whereBustO0 andBusi04 are George

Bush’s precinct-level vote shares from the 2000 20@4 Presidential elections, respectively, and
JebBusb?2 is Jeb Bush'’s precinct-level vote shares from2b@2 Gubernatorial electiokvind
represents the vector of maximum wind speeds ih pegcinct during each of the four summer 2004
hurricanes. The dashed line in each plot depietddhst-squares fit. Observations are weightechbk e
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The Formal Model:

Players:There are two politicians, an Incumbent (I) ar@hallenger (C), who have
divergent ideal points. Without loss of generalityge assume thatandC have ideal pointx, =1

and x. = 0O, respectively; that is, the incumbent is right-wargl the challenger is left-wing,
mirroring the 2004 Bush-Kerry election. At the st@irthe game, Nature selects the politicians’
types, 6, ,6. 0{04}, with probabilities:Pr(g, =0)=Pr(8, =1)=Pr(g. =0)=Pr(g, =1)=%.

6,6, are privately revealed loandC, respectively. As explained below, a politiciartyjfe

68 =0 prefers not to deliver aid the voter, while onaygfe = 1prefers to deliver aid. Finally,
there is a single Votar whose ideal point, denoteq [1(01), lies somewhere between those of

andC. For clarity, we use female pronouns for the Inbantl and the Challeng€® and male
pronouns for the Votev.

StrategiesThe game consists of two periods and an electbnd®en the first and second
periods. In period 1, the Incumbéritolds office and chooses whether to give the Wsi@ione-
unit distributive aidy, D{O,]}. After the first periodyY decides whether to participate in the

election,v1{0,3}, and if so, whether to elect the Incumbent or thel@nger,e0{I,C}. If V
does not vote, then Nature chooses the wirefl ,C} with probabilitie{, %). In period 2, the
election winner is in office and decides whethegit@V a one-unit distributive aidy, 0{0,1}.

Voter's Utility: During each period 0{1,2}, the voter’s utility is:
Uy =%, =% [+ i, 1)
where y, 0{0,1} represents the amount of distributive aid awatdete voter in periot] x,
represents the voter’s ideal point, axgdis the ideal point of the office-holding politicig, who is

either the Incumberit(x, =1) or the ChallengeE (x. = 0). Hence, the voter's utility depends on
his ideological proximity to the office holder aghas his benefit from any distributive aid.

In between the two periods, the voter may choos®te in the election by incurring a
turnout cost,, which is randomly drawn by Nature from the unifadmstribution w~U [0,1] and
revealed tod/ prior to the election. Henc¥'s overall utility payoff over the entire game is:

U, =Uy +U; -~ wlly), 2)
wherev1{0,1} is V's choice of whether to turn out in the electiond &} andU? areV's
payoffs from the first and second periods, respelsti

Politicians’ Utility: In each period D{L 2}, each politicianp D{I ,C} receives the payoff:
U;, =6, - ) 3)
where y, 0{01} is the executive’s choice of distributive aid jpgli #, denotes the politician’s
type, which represents her preferred distributiokcy. Hence, a politician of typ€, =1 prefers
to deliver aid(xt =1), while a politician of typef, = (always prefers no ai@g = O) for V.
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Sequence of PlayFormally, the sequence of play is as follows:

1. Nature determines each politician’s tyge,d. 0{04}, with probabilities(3, %) and

reveals types privately toandC, respectively.
2. The incumbernit picks the first period aid amouny, D{O,]}.

3. Nature determines the cost of voting:-U[01] .

4. The voteV chooses whether to vote[1{0,1}

5(a). If V votes(v =1), then he chooses the election winresri{1,C}.

5(b). If V does not votdv = 0), then Nature determines the election winrgt{l,C} .
6. The winner of the electioh ¢r C) picks the second period aid amouyg,D{O,]}.

Voter Beliefs:The VoterV does not observe the politician typés,and . ,that Nature
randomly chooses. Insteadcan only observe the Incumbent's first-periodritigtive policy,
y1, and form updated beliefs abdis type. Let p, (H|y1) denote the V’s posterior beliefs about

the probability thatf, =1 after observingy,.

Equilibrium Results: In this section, we describe players’ strategreslzeliefs in Perfect
Bayesian Equilibrium and derive testable predididfor simplicity, we assume that VVotér
resolves uncertainty in favor of turning out andawor of voting for the Incumbeiht Under these
assumptions, the game has a unique, fully sepgratjailibrium solution.

Lemma A(Executive’s Distributive Policy): In each period D{LZ}, the office-holding
executive, pD{I ,C}, chooses the distributive policy, =&, Proof: Appendix.

Lemma B(Voter’'s updated beliefs about Incumbent’s typd)fter observing the
Incumbent’s choice of, D{O,]} during the first period, the Vot&f's updated belief about

the Incumbent’s type isp,, (]jyl)z y,. Proof: Appendix.

Lemmas AandB state that the equilibrium is fully separating. kisumbent of type
6, =1 always chooses to provide distributive gigl=1), while type 8, = Onever provides aid.

Hence, the Incumbent's period 1 choice of distiveypolicy, y;, is an informative signal to the

voter about her type. As incumbent types are fedflgarating, the delivery of aid during period 1
thus increase¥’s expected payoff from having the incumbent retel@cThis increased payoff
drives our main result that the delivery of periodid increases a right-wing voter's probability
of turnout in the election.

Lemma C: (V's Turnout and Vote Choice)/s turnout choice in the election is:
-V,/2-X%X, + 34, if X, <¥4;
1 if ws®; _ %/27%* 3 N Y
v= b where:w=4x,(2y,-1)-y, +3/4, ifl4<x, <34 (5)
0, otherwise :
Y,/2+ X%, —3/4, if x, 23/4.
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i 3-2y, .
I, if X, 2——=;
Conditional on turning oul¥/’s vote in the election ise = 4

C, otherwise

Proof: Supplemental Appendix.

These_emmagslescribe the equilibrium strategies of the Incumtlaed the Votel.emma
C described/’s preferred candidate in the election. Conditiaraturning out, a right-wing voter
elects the Incumbent, while a left-wing voter edabie Challenger. But a moderate voter prefers
the Incumbent if she provided aid during periochd prefers the Challenger otherwise. The
intuition behind this result is as follows. The ¥otlerives utility both from the ideological leagin
of the office-holder and from any distributive &id receives. The Incumbent is right-wing, and the
Challenger is left-wing. Hence, a solidly right-giand left-wing voter always vote for the
Incumbent and the Challenger, respectively, regasdbf their distributive policies. But a
moderate vote(],/4s X, < 3/4) Is relatively ideologically indifferent and willrefer the

Incumbent only if she has demonstrated a favordibteibutive policy during period 1.
Additionally, Lemma Cstates that the Vot&fturns out in the election only if the cost of
voting, «, is sufficiently low. The intuition here is th¥ts decision of whether to turn out in the
election depends on whether his expected utildynfelecting his preferred candidate sufficiently
exceeds his expected utility from allowing Natweandomly determine the election winner.
From the equilibrium results described_emmas AhroughC, we derive three testable
predictions concerning changes in electoral outsoraeised by the distribution of aid:

Proposition 1 (Effect of Distributive Aid on Votdurnout):

1(a) (Left-wing turnout): For a left-wing voter(x, < 2), receiving distributive aid in
period 1 causes a strict decrease in the probahilftvoter turnout.

1(b) (Right-wing turnout):For a right-wing voter(xv > 1/2), receiving distributive aid in
period 1 causes a strict increase in the probapibt voter turnout.

Proof: Supplemental Appendix

Proposition 1represents the main theoretical and empiricaltresthis manuscript. This
Propositiondescribes how voter turnout changes in responsegiving aid: Receiving aid in the
first period causes a relatively larger increase iiight-wing voter’s turnout probability but a
relatively smaller decrease in a left-wing votédsout probability.

Why does disaster aid affect voter turnout in oipadirections for a right-wing and a left-
wing voter? The intuition behind this result isttfa both types of voters, the delivery of aid in
period 1 enhances voter perception of the incun'd®goality. This perceived high quality
increases a right-wing voter’s preference for tltimbent over the challenger, and it decreases a
left-wing voter’'s motivation to expel the incumbémtfavor of the challenger. Hence, the right-
wing voter becomes more motivated to vote and cegie incumbent, while the left-wing voter
becomes less motivated to oust the incumbent bggiot

Figure App.9 visually depicts theBeoposition 1results, calculated from the equilibrium
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turnout strategies describedliamma CThis figure plots the marginal change in equilibr
turnout (vertical axis) caused by the incumbengkvery of aid as a function of the voter’s ideal
point, X, (horizontal axis). As illustrated in this plot, tlibutive aid causes a decrease in the

turnout of a left-wing voter but an increase imtwt for a right-wing voter.
Figure App.9

The Effect of Aid on Voter Turnout
in Equilibrium (Proposition 1)

Challenger Incumbent
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Proposition 2:Providing distributive aid during period 1 strigtincreases the incumbent’s
probability of re-electionProof: Supplemental Appendix

Proposition 2states that in equilibrium, dancumbenivho delivers aid in period 1 always
enjoys a higher probability of reelection thanimcumbentvho does not deliver aid. The intuition
behindProposition 2is as follows. The delivery of aid during the fiperiod is an informative
signal to the voter that the incumbent will agagfiver aid in period 2 if reelected. This
information increases a right-leaning voter's irteento re-elect the incumbent and decreases a
left-wing voter’'s motivation to oust the incumbémfavor of the challenger, as demonstrated in
Proposition 1. Either an increase in right-winghtaut or a decrease in left-wing turnout increase
the right-wing Incumbent's probability of winning-election, as Nature chooses the election
winner if the voter does not turn out. Hence, thstive aid affects not only turnout, but also the
outcome of the election.
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Formal Model Proofs
Proof of Lemma A:In each period 0{1,2} and for either politicianp 0{I,C}, p's utility payoff
-6, -6 | ify =86; . . . .
istUL(x )= —‘Hp - yt‘ = ‘ P p‘ I Yt =% Hence, in the final period=2, choosing
-1, ify, #6,.
Yy, =6, is a strictly dominant strategy. In peritdl, an incumbent of typé, =0 could increase
her probability of reelection by choosing =1, but this increased probability is never

sufficiently large to outweigh the disutility ofgling her less-preferred strategy in period 1.
Hence, choosing, =, is always strictly dominant.

Proof of Lemma B:Via Lemma Aincumbent types are fully separating in equilibrj so after
observingy, V's updated belief abols type is: p, (H|yl) =y,

Proof of Lemma C:Given Lemma BY expects to receivE(y2 le=1 ) =y, units of aid in

period 3 ifl is reelected and&(y, |e=C)=E(6.)= % units of aid ifC wins the election. Hence,
V's expected second period payoff fréis reelection would beEU, (e=1)=-(1-x,)+y,,
whereas his expected third period payoff fréa election would beEU,, (e= C) =-x, +¥2.
Therefore, conditional on turning oM votes forl iff:

EU,(e=1)2EU,(e=C)=-(1-x )+ 2-X +Y2=x 2—3_42y1.

When x, is above the threshold iq. 6 V prefers that the Incumbent win the election, s V’
total expected payoff from voting would be:
EUV(V: 1 X, 2 (3_ 2y1)/4): _(l_ Xv)"' Yy~ .
When x, is below the threshold i&q. 6 V prefers that the Challenger win the election, & V
total expected payoff from voting would be:
EU, (v=1]x, <(3-2y,)/4)=-x +¥2-w

In both casesy’s total combined expected payoff from not votieg i

cu, (v=0)=EY%(e=1)  BU,(e=C) _-{L-x)+y - +12_y 1

2 2 2 2 2 4
Hence, in equilibriumy turns out to vote iffEU, (v=1)> EU, (v = 0) = w< @, where:
-v,/2-x, +3/4, if x, <¥4;
=1 x(2y,-1)-y+ 34, ifYasx <34,
y,/2+ X%, —3/4, if x, =>3/4.

Proof of Proposition 1 Via Lemma Cthe Voter turns out ifte, which is drawn from
w~U [0,1] , Is sufficiently low. LetT, (x,) denote the probability of turnout for a voter with

ideal pointx, and who receivey, D{O,l} of aid during period 1. Applyingq. 5 we have:

(6)
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~Y/2-x%, +34, if X, <¥4;
Tyl()(\/)= X/(Zyl_l)_y1+3/4’ if Y4<x, <34 (7
y,/2+X%, — 34, if x, 23/4.

Hence, the change in turnout probability causethbydelivery of aic{y1 :1) in period 1 is:
-712, if x, <¥4;
T(%)-To(x)=12x, -1 ifY4<x, <34 (8)
V2, if x, =34.

which is graphed on the left plot of Figure Appl®is quantity is strictly positive wher, >1/2
and strictly negative wher, <1/2.

Proof of Proposition 2 Let R, ()(V) denote the incumbelis probability of reelection after

delivering y, D{O;I} of aid during period 1 to voter V, whose idealrgas x, . Incumbent
reelection occurs either when V votes for the inbant,e=1, or whenV abstains from the
election and Nature randomly chooses the incumbgat.emma Cwe have:

_ Pr(a)s E)|y1)+}/2EﬁPr(a)> E)|y1)], if x, 2(3-2y,)/4,
Rul)= { nPlw>ay,), otherwise. ()
Yi/4-%/2+ 18, if x, <V4;
=R, (x)=1%/2+[L+2y)/8,  ifY4sx, <34;
Yi/4-X,/2+18, if x, >34.

Applying Eq. 5 the delivery of aid in period 1 increas&sreelection probability by the amount:
Rl(x,)— Ro(x,): 14> 0, Ox, D[O,l], provingProposition 2.



