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Abstract

The paper investigates strategic campaigning in a model of re-
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Campaigns are informative, and parties can target campaigns to differ-
ent groups. Voters are uncertain about whether parties favor special
groups. The parties will seek to target campaigns at groups where
most votes are gained by informing about policies. In equilibrium
campaigning will be most intensive in groups where the uncertainty is
largest and where voters are most mobile. These groups will therefore
be very well informed about policy and will accordingly be favored by
the parties’ policies.

JEL: D72, D82, H40

Keywords: Political Economy, Redistribution, Information

*Institute of Economics, University of Copenhagen, Studiestraede 6, DK 1455 Copen-
hagen K, Denmark, CIE, EPRU and CES-ifo. E-mail: Christian.Schultz@econ.ku.dk, web:

www.econ.ku.dk/CSchultz
T benefitted from discussions with Guiseppe Bertola, Douglas Hibbs, Niels Henrik

Morch von der Fehr and Jean Tirole as well as the comments of seminar audiences in

CORE, Goteborg, Florence, Oslo and Paris and EEA in Venice, while working on this
paper.



1 Introduction

Political campaigns are an important part of electoral democracies. Can-
didates spend endless days on the campaign trail and parties spend huge
amounts of campaign money. Clearly, the campaigns have a purpose: influ-
ence the preferences of voters, so they are induced to vote for the campaigning
party. It seems well documented that they actually work, see e.g. Green and
Krasno (1988) or Gerber (1998). How campaigns exactly achieve this effect
can vary. Some voters may be attracted just by the fact that a party cam-
paigns intensely and perhaps with nice campaigns. In the literature such
campaigns are usually called persuasive, cf. Baron (1984). On the other
hand, parties also spend considerable resources on informative campaigns,
informing about a their policies or perhaps about other parties’ policies. *.
Such campaigns would seem beneficial from a social perspective as they al-
low voters to make more informed choices. On the other hand, they also
have implications for the parties’ strategic struggle, and the policies, which
are adopted in the end. In this paper we will consider the effects of strate-
gic, informative campaigning on redistributive politics in a society where
redistribution is among different groups and where parties can target their
campaigns to the various groups. The main questions we are interested in are
how the parties will spend their limited campaign resources, and which effects
this will have on policies?. Which groups will benefit? Are such campaigns
to be considered good or bad?.

A party’s vote share in a group increases when the group’s voters learn
that the party offers the group better policies than the other party. The share
increases more, the more swing voters the group contains - the more mobile

the voters of the group are. Therefore, groups where the a priori uncertainty

"Holbrook (1996), Alvarez (1998) and Just et (1990) provides evidence on the informa-
tion generated in electoral campaigns and that television advertising increases the infor-

mation held by voters.



about the parties’ policies is large and voters are mobile will be targeted by
campaigns and these groups will end up being very well informed. The high
information level in these groups makes parties offer these groups beneficial
policies. In the end these groups will benefit from the strategic campaigning,
redistributive policies will favor them.

The basic model of the paper is the model of redistributive politics orig-
inally introduced by Lindbeck and Weibull (1987) and extended by Dixit
and Londregan (1996). These papers show that parties will favor groups,
where voters are mobile. Our results can be seen as reinforcing this: these
groups will be targeted by parties’ campaigns. They will therefore be well
informed and this in turn makes them even more attractive from the point
of view of the parties. In equilibrium these groups will gain even more. In
this sense, there is a campaign-multiplier, campaigns reinforce the effects of
voter mobility. Dahlberg and Jonasson (2002) find strong support for the
Lindbeck-Weibull model in data from a Swedish temporary grant program.

An important and much discussed issue is whether campaigns are good
or bad from the point of view of society. The adverse effects of lobbying is
by now well described and understood, see e.g. the book by Helpman and
Grossman (2001). The lobbying literature usually assumes that campaigning
is persuasive, so money directly buys votes. I show that campaigning funds
are also valuable for parties if campaigning is informative, and hence the
incentive to induce lobby group payments remains. Although lobbies will
not be considered in this paper, the model could serve as a building block in
a model of lobbying.

Informative campaigns are often considered good since they allow vot-
ers to make informed choices. However, the results of this paper points to
another effect. Informative campaigning creates a particular distribution of
information in the electorate, which in turn affects real policies. A group’s

information level is determined by the parties’ strategic incentives to gain



most votes from the limited campaign money rather than considerations of
fairness. This favors groups, who already gain from the strategic struggle
among the parties, the mobile groups. So, informative campaigning make
the distribution of policies over groups more unequal than if all groups had
the same level of information. In this sense a limit on campaign spending
(or finances) would make for a more equal distribution in society.?

A party will campaign in groups where it has good news to reveal, ei-
ther that its policy is better or that the other party’s policy is worse than
expected. So, parties will never campaign in the same groups. This may
seem counterfactual, but is true since we limit attention to informative cam-
paigning. In the real world both persuasive and informative campaigns are
present. As is well known from for instance Baron (1984) parties will have
incentives to direct persuasive campaigns to the same groups of voters.

We assume that the parties commit to their policy proposals before the
election and that they inform truthfully about these. Clearly, this is a bench-
mark case. In the real world politicians may lack a commitment device, how-
ever, reputational forces will punish politicians who grossly disregard pre-
electoral promises. Most of the world remembers Bush’s (in)famous ”Read
my lips” statement. Furthermore, we also want to investigate the effects of
informative campaigning under the positive presumption, that they really
are informative. Clearly, if they are cheap talk, not much is gained by such
campaigns, they are either akin to persuasive campaigns or just a waste of
money.

Voters are assumed to be rational Bayesians: if uninformed a voter will
seek to derive whatever information is contained in the fact that neither of
the parties informed her. She will update her prior belief that a party is of a
special type using Bayes’ rule and the equilibrium strategies of the parties.

The organization of the paper is as follows: Section 2 shortly discusses

2Since the model is one of pure redistribution, all allocations are Pareto efficient.



some related literature. Section 3 introduces the model. Equilibrium is
defined in section 4. Section 5 derives equilibrium policies and campaign

choices, and finally some concluding remarks are offered in section 6.

2 Some related literature

The effects of information on redistributive policies are considered in Strom-
berg (1999). In Stromberg’s model information is provided by mass media
rather than by parties. Voters are uncertain about the parties’ policies, since
they are unsure about the size of the different groups. Mass media then have
a role informing voters about the policies of the parties. As in the present
paper parties will target informed groups. Stromberg also shows that there
will be a bias in the policy, since the mass media will have an own interest in
informing particular groups which are attractive to advertisers. In Stromberg
(2000) he considers the impact of the spreading of radio for the allocation
of funds under New Deal in the thirties in the US. There is a clear pattern
that more informed groups - groups with a high share of households owning
a radio - receive larger funds as predicted by the theory. Although in a dif-
ferent context, Besley and Burgess (2000) report the same kind of result for
India. Indian states with larger newspaper circulation tend to receive more
public food distribution and calamity relief expenditure. Compared with the
papers of Stromberg and Besley and Burgess, the important new element in
the present paper is that the parties choose the distribution of information
strategically as a part of the electoral struggle.

Informative campaigning is also considered by Austen-Smith (1987) in a
model with a uni-dimensional policy space. He considers a model where there
is uncertainty about parties’ policies. Risk adverse voters are therefore reluc-
tant to vote for parties whose policies they only have stochastic information

about. Informing the voters reduces the risk. Austen-Smith shows that in



equilibrium informative campaigning makes ideological parties choose poli-
cies closer to the median voter’s preferred policy. While highly innovative,
a problem with the analysis is that the source of the uncertainty is unex-
plained (in equilibrium, the positions of the parties are actually certain) and
it is unexplained how campaigning contributes to reducing the uncertainty.

Prat (1999) is interested in whether a ban should be put on lobbies contri-
butions to parties. He considers informative campaigning in a model where
two office-seeking candidates may have different competencies. An interest
group receives non-verifiable information about the competency about the
candidates. The interest group offers money to the parties in return for a
favorable policy position. The money is used on non-informative campaign-
ing, but a separating equilibrium exists in which voters infer the candidates’
competency from the amount of campaign spending. Campaigns are thus
both good and bad for voters, good since they provide information about
the candidates’ competency, and bad since the parties distort policy in order
to obtain money from the interest group. Whether a ban on campaigns will
benefit voters is therefore not clear. Potters, Sloof and Van Winden (1997)
also discuss signalling through campaigning.

Coate (2001) offers an interesting analysis of informative campaigns in a
model of a uni-dimensional policy space. Two parties are policy-motivated,
they each propose a candidate, which may be moderate or extreme (par-
tisan). Party members prefer a partisan candidate, while moderate voters
prefer a moderate candidate. Voters do not know the type of candidate only
his party affiliation. Informative campaigning can inform about the charac-
teristic of a candidate. Such campaigning benefits moderate candidates as it
is possible to attract moderate voters from the other party. Parties receive
contributions from partisan interest groups. Coate shows that a limit on
contributions reduces expected campaign spending but it also decrease the

likelihood that parties will select moderate candidates. In Coate (2002) he



considers informative campaigning regarding candidates’ qualities or compe-
tencies. Politics is uni-dimensional and extreme lobby groups are informed
about the qualities of candidates. A trade off arises, since qualified can-
didates will be able to raise money from lobby groups and can inform the
electorate about their superior quality. This is good. However, the candi-
dates modify their policy in a more extreme direction in order to cater to the
extreme lobby groups, which is bad. Coate show that under some conditions
a limit on campaign contributions may then be Pareto improving. While the
negative effects of informative campaigning in Coate’s papers derives from
the power of extreme lobby groups our argument is different. There are no
lobby groups in the present model, the unequal distribution resulting from
informative campaigning in this paper derives from the unequal distribution
of information induced by the campaigning.

Finally, Ortuno-Ortin and Schultz (2000) considers informative campaign-
ing in a model of a uni-dimensional policy space where policy motivated
parties receive funding for campaigning from the state. They show that
informative campaigns contribute to make the parties’ policies converge.

All of the above-mentioned papers with informative campaigning consider
uni-dimensional policy spaces. Their aim is to consider different legislative
regimes regarding campaign finance, with an aim at discussing the socially
best. The present paper, on the other hand, focuses on the distributional
aspects of the effects of strategic informative campaigning. It shows that

there are distributional consequences of informative campaigning.

3 Basics

We consider a society with two parties A and B. There are n groups ¢ =
1,...,n. Each group contains a continuum of citizens of size 1. Each party

proposes a distribution of per capita consumption before an election, cy



= (CAty.--sCan), and cg = (¢p1, ..., CBn) , respectively. The proposals have to

fulfil the budget constraint

ZCAi = Q. (1)

The parties are committed to these proposals, the winner of the election
implements its proposal.

Voters become informed about policies in a variety of ways: through me-
dia, conversation, attending meetings, etc., and through parties’ campaigns.
For the model, the important feature is that the parties can affect the share
of informed voters by campaigning. Each party has an amount, M, of cam-
paign money, which can be used informing the different groups of voters
about the policies. We will assume that information is hard, a party cannot
lie about policies. Evidently, this is a benchmark case. But as touched upon
in the introduction, it is a benchmark case of interest. Political life has its
reputations, a politician caught lying will be front page news, journalists and
independent experts enjoy such prey®. Furthermore, as also argued in the
introduction, we are interested in evaluating informative campaigns on the
presumption that they actually are informative. Voters, who remain unin-
formed about the policies, rely on their expectations. They are uncertain
about the exact policies chosen by the parties but derive whatever inferences
can be drawn from the fact that they remain uninformed.

We model the uncertainty as originating from an uncertainty about the

parties’ preferences. The voters may be unsure about which fraction of the

3A recent Danish experience is the March 1998 general election. Polls showed a very
close race between the ruling Socialdemocrats and the right wing opposition. Prime Min-
ister Poul Nyrup Rasmussen made a very popular pledge not to change an early retirement
scheme, which most economists found very unwise. The Sociademocrats won the election
and Prime Minister Nyrup reneged on his promise half a year later, changing the early
retirement scheme. He immediately made front page news as a liar, the Socialdemocrats

plummeted in the polls and never regained the lost. They lost the next election in 2001.



party is the most influential, how the different fractions strike deals within the
party and they may also be unsure about leading politicians’ preferences. As
an example, consider the newly elected Margaret Thatcher in UK. Everybody
knew that she was a right winger, but how stern and how tough she would be
for instance in relation to trade unions was uncertain. Likewise, the newly
elected Tony Blair for sure had changed some priorities in Labour but how
much?

For simplicity, we assume that the voters are only uncertain about one of
the parties’ preferences, but this not crucial for the results. The important
feature is that there is some uncertainty about the relative difference between
the parties’ policies, which is (also) the case in the formulation chosen here.
One could think of the party, whose preferences voters are unsure about,
as the party which has been in opposition for some time. Contrary to the
incumbent, the voters have not had an opportunity to see which policy the
challenging party chose in the recent past. Just as was the case with Thatcher
and Blair.

While voters are uncertain about one of the parties’ preferences, both
parties know each other’s preferences. The motivation for this assumption
is that parties are lead by professional politicians who spend time and effort
to understand their competitors, they are assisted by full time employees,
whose job it is exactly to gather such information and make the relevant
assessments, and they are often in daily contact with leading politicians from
other parties. For the leaders of the parties it is an important part of the
strategic struggle to know the opponent. The incentive for a voter is much
smaller (actually zero in our model, where there is a continuum of citizens
in each group). In short, there is asymmetric information among voters and
parties.

In principle, a party can choose to inform about its own policy only,

about the other party’s policy only, or about both parties policies. However,



rational voters who observe a campaign message from a party, should ask
themselves why the party withholds some information if it indeed does. We
will assume that the cost of reaching a voter is the same regardless of whether
the information is about one of both of the parties’ policies. The idea is that
the (significant part of the) cost of campaigning is associated with reaching
the voters. A voter, who is informed by a party will then know that the party
costlessly could provide more information, if the party ”hides” information.
Voters will then rationally unravel whatever information a party seeks to
hide. Assume for instance, that party A informs about its own policy only.
A voter, who is informed by A, will then infer that A is not interested in
informing about party B’s policy, since this policy actually is good for the
voter. Had the policy been bad, party A would be more than happy to inform
about it. Rational voters will therefore be able to infer party B’s policy. As
there are only two types of party B, there are only two possible equilibrium
policies of party B and voters are completely informed. A similar argument
excludes that it is possible to inform about the other party’s policy only.
This imply that it is not an option for a party to inform about only one
party’s’ policy. When a party decides to campaign in a group, it reveals
information about both parties’ policies. Notice that the same unraveling
argument applies even if there are more types of parties. A party would
always want to reveal the most positive information, if it does not voters will
exclude this case etc.

In the end a party therefore only has two options: inform about both
parties’ policies or not inform at all.

Following the literature on informative advertising (see Butters (1977)
and Grossman-Shapiro (1984)) it is assumed that the fraction of informed
voters are increasing in the amount of campaigning. If party A spends my;
on informing voters in group ¢ about policies in group i, then the fraction

¥ (my;) of the voters in group ¢ will learn see A’s campaign, 1 is increasing

10



and strictly concave, ¥/ > 0 and ¥/ < 0. The first few dollars spent on
campaigning are very effective, 1/(0) = oo. Furthermore, we assume that
even though a party spends the whole campaign budget in a district, there
will be some uninformed voters left, /(M) < 1. The ¢ function may in
principle depend on the group, some groups may be easier to inform than
others. It may also depend on the party; it may be that a party is better to
inform a particular group than the other party. We will however disregard
such complications. We assume that the probability that an individual voter
becomes informed by party A’s campaign is the same for all voters in group i
and therefore equal to ¥ (m ;) . Similarly, a voter becomes informed by party
B's campaign with probability ¢)(mpg,). For simplicity, we assume that the
events that a voter becomes informed from A or become informed from B

are independent. The fraction of informed voters in group ¢ is

Uy =9 (ma;) + (1 — ¥ (may)) ¥ (mp;) . (2)

We let ma = (ma;);_, be the distribution of campaign expenditures of party
A. As can be seen voters can only become informed through the parties’
campaigns. At the cost of adding some notation, this could easily be changed,
so that the total fraction of informed voters consisted of those informed by
the parties and those informed through other channels. In order to keep
the exposition simple, we disregard this, this does not affect our qualitative
results.

If consumption in group 7 is ¢;, a voter in the group gets utility
u(c;) =Ing;. (3)

Voters may be biased for one of the parties. The bias consists of an
individual component as well as a component common for all voters. Voter v
in district ¢ has a ideological bias in favor of party B, equal to z;, +vy, x;, is a

personal bias, y a general bias shared by all voters. It represents a common

11



shock to preferences in the electorate occurring just before the election, which
may be positive or negative!. When voter v is informed about the parties’

policies, she prefers party A if
Tiv +y < ulcai) — u(cgi)- (4)

There is a distribution of bias in each district. In district 7, the bias is
given by the distribution function ®;. To keep the analysis simple, we follow

Persson and Tabellini (2000) and assume that ®; is the uniform distribution,

11

55+ 55 and density 6;. This restriction is inessential, as the

with support |
results by Lindbeck and Weibull (1987) show. It will save us some concavity
assumptions later. The fact that there is a zero mean is also inessential
as long as the support is sufficiently large so that u (ca;) — u (cpi) (or the
expected counterpart considered below) is contained in the support of ;.
As we show below, it is only the density which matters. The general bias is
also uniformly distributed, with mean 0 and density 6. The parties and the
voters are informed about the distribution of the biases, but the parties do
not know the realization of the general bias y before choosing policies and
campaign expenditures.

A voter who is not informed about the parties’ policies will form expec-

tations. Her expected utility from consumption if party A wins the election

is denoted F u;. When voter v is uninformed, she will prefer party A if
Ty +y < Eau; — Epu;. (5)
We can now derive the fraction of votes for party A in district 4

*In the recent (2002) German election, the Socialdemocratic Kansler, Schroder, gained
support in polls just before the election following severe floodings in southern Germany.
Allegedly, Schroder showed leadership. In the model this would be good realization of y

for the Socialdemocrats.
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Since the individual bias is uniformly distributed with density 6; and mean

0, we have
Vi= % +0; [V (uicai) —ulens)) + (1= 0) (Baw; — Epug) —y] - (7)

The total number of votes cast for party A is therefore

n

Vi=>_V (8)

i=1
The probability party A wins the election, pa, equals the probability that
Vi > 5. This depends on the realization of the general shock to preferences,
y. Since y is uniformly distributed with mean zero and density 6, we have

after a few manipulations
LS o) — ulen) + (1= 9 (B — Epu)] ()
ba = 9 5 = ) i \(Ui(CAq U\CpB; 7 AU; BU;

where 6 =3 ", 6;

There is no generally agreed upon objective for parties. Different strands
of literature have made different assumptions. The formulation chosen here
is most closely related Wittman (1983), Calvert (1985), Roemer (1997) and
Dixit and Londregan (1998). Both parties are partly motivated by power,
partly by ideology. If the party wins the election it receives rents R. Fur-
thermore, the party cares about a weighted average of voters’ utilities in the

different groups. Party A’s objective is to maximize

Us=paR+ ZU(CAi) (10)

i=1
Notice that the party’s proposed policy, c4; - and not the realized consump-
tion in district 7 - enters in the last part of the utility functions. This follows
the formulation in Roemer (1997). This makes for simplicity in our setting,
and the exact formulation is inessential; the important feature is that a party
is interested both in winning the election and the utility consequences of its

policy. This is captured in our formulation.
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While voters know party A’s utility function, and therefore know that
party A favors no particular group - all groups enter symmetrically in party
A’s utility function - they are uncertain about how much party B favors
different groups. Omne could imagine that party B has a constituency and
there is uncertainty about how attached party B is to the constituency. For
simplicity, we restrict the possible types of party B to two. One type favors
its constituency, we will call this the attached type, the other is neutral,
just as party A. Of course, it would be more realistic to assume that there
was infinitely many types of party B corresponding to varying degrees of
attachment. However, this would also complicate the analysis to follow, we
follow the lead of a large literature and restrict attention to the two-type

case. The type who favors the constituency has the following utility function

Up=(1—-pa) R+ Zﬁiu(cBi). (11)

i=1
The parameters 3, > 0 reflect how strongly the attached party B favors
different groups, we normalize such that ”average favor” is >, 3,/n = 1. The
attached B strictly favors at least one district ¢, so 3, > 1, for some i. The
attached type is denoted type (. The neutral type of party B, type 1, has
the same utility function except the s all equal one.

The probability that party B is of type (8 is m, where 0 < 7 < 1. This is
known by voters, but they do not know the type of party B.

If party A’s type was also uncertain, the analysis would be more cum-
bersome, as there would be four possible configurations of types. However,
this would not add qualitatively to the paper. The important issue is that
voters in the different groups are unsure about which party proposes the best
policy for them. This feature is secured in our formulation. Our formulation
seems realistic for the case where party A is the incumbent and voters have
experienced the policies chosen by party A in the past and party B is the

challenger without a track record of policies.
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The timeline is as follows. First party B’s type is realized, this is ob-
served by both parties. Parties then decide on policies and the distribution
of campaign expenditures simultaneously. Some voters receive information
about the policies and some do not. The uninformed voters form expectations
about the policies and voters vote. Finally, the winning party implements

policy the it proposed.

4 Equilibrium

We solve the model for a Perfect Bayesian Equilibrium. In this equilibrium
each party (for B : of both types) seeks to maximize its objective. A voter
takes as given the equilibrium strategies of the parties and vote for party A
if she is informed and (4) is fulfilled or she is uninformed and (5) is fulfilled,
otherwise she votes for B. Let e.g. m';;, be the amount of campaign money
party A spends informing voters in group 4, when party B is of type ¢t € {1, 5}.
A uninformed voter in group i, rationally derives whatever information is
contained in the fact that she is uninformed. For instance, if the attached
type of party B is known to favor her group, she may think that the fact
that she was not informed by party B, indicates that party B is not favoring
her group after all and that party B is of the neutral type. Formally, she
takes the campaign strategies as given and use them to update her prior
belief using Bayes’ rule. Her posterior belief that party B is of type t = [ is

therefore

i = <1_¢<m€”>> <1_w<mg">>ﬁ .
(1= ) (1= ) (0 =)+ (1= () ) (1= 0 () ) =
(12)

This is the probability of being uninformed if B is of the attached type
and the parties choose campaigns given B is attached, divided with the

total probability of being uninformed. As ¥(M) < 1, we always have that

15



0 < 7; < 1. Let the policy of party B of type t be denoted c. With posterior
belief 7;, the expected utility to a voter in group i if party B wins the election

Epu; = (1 — ) u(cp;) + Tou(ch). (13)

Although all voters know that party A is neutral, an uninformed voter is
uncertain about A’s policy since it depends on B’s type. For such a voter in

group 17, the expected utility if party A wins the election is
Eau; = (1= 73) u(ch,) + mu(ch,), (14)

where cY; is the policy of party A if party B is of type t.

Since voters do not observe the distributions of the parties’ campaign
expenditures, the parties cannot influence the beliefs of voters who remain
uninformed. As a consequence, parties also take the expected utilities in (13)
and (14) as given.’

In equilibrium parties also take each others’ strategies as given. Party

A’s problem is therefore:

Given t, and (7;, cly;, mb,) ™, (15)
maXe, ,m4 pAR + Zz u (CAi)
sub Y .ca; =8 > . ma; = M; ca;,ma; >0

The attached type of party B has the following problem
Given t = 8, and (3, ¢, my,)iy (16)

maXeg mp (1 - pA)R + ZZ ﬁzu (CBi)
sub Zz cpi = $; Zz mp; = M; cpi,mp; > 0

The neutral type’s problem is the same, except 3; = 1 for all i. We can now

state

SIf voters were able to observe the campaign expenditures, a party would take into

account that beliefs depend on the distribution of expenditures.
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Definition. An electoral equilibrium with strategic campaigns consists of
policies and campaign expenditures in all groups for both parties
(4, mly), (cs,mi),t € {1,8} and expectations for the voters of all groups
(Eau;, Egu;);_, such that

1. Each party (and for B: of each type) chooses policies and campaign
expenditures to mazximize utility as in (15) and (16).

2. Fach uninformed voter forms beliefs using the parties’ strategies and
Bayes' rule and evaluates expected utilities using these beliefs. For instance
Eau; is given by (14), where the beliefs are given by (12). The number of
votes cast for party A is then given by (6).

Applying a standard fixed point argument, we have the following:
Lemma 1 An equilibrium ezists.

Proof. See the Appendix =

5 Campaigns and Policies

We now consider equilibrium choices of campaigns and policies. For the

attached type of party B, the first order conditions for an interior maximum

are
— pa R+ ﬁiu’(cgi) = A\ (17)
Jcg;
Opa B
_8mBiR = L.

where )\ is the Lagrange multiplier associated with the budget restriction (1)
and p is the multiplier associated with the budget restriction for campaigning.

The amount of campaign spending is non-negative. If the non-negativity

Opa
? BmBi ?

constraint binds in a group ¢, then corresponding derivative is negative

and the optimal choice is m; = 0.
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Using (9), the first order condition for an interior choice of cgi yields

= 18
Bi )\ ( )
Using the budget constraint to substitute away \ we get
U, %0R + B,
o = — 5 o (19)
>, (\IfﬁzeR + @-)

Although we have not solved for an equilibrium yet, (19) conveys a nice
insight. As in the models of Lindbeck and Weibull (1987) and Dixit and
Londregan (1996), the party favors a district, where the density of voters at
the cutpoint, ¢;, is high. Shifting resources to such a district will gain many
votes. However, for this effect to work, voters have to be informed about
the parties’ policies, ¥; has to be high. The term %%9 equals the expected
increase in votes from offering the group a policy which is one util better,
SO \Pi%ﬁR is the increase in expected rents to the party from offering such a
better policy. Groups with many informed voters will gain, this is just as in
Stromberg (2000).

As expected we also see that districts, the attached party B favors, will
receive more resources. The first order conditions for the neutral party B are
as above with 3, = 1, which are also the first order conditions for party A.

Accordingly,

U, %0R + 3,
ca = chy = P g (20)

>, (w%0R + 1)

Hence, we directly get that the two parties choose the same policies for all
districts when party B is neutral. Had party A also been attached to a
constituency, so that the utilities of the different groups were given weights
«;, the only difference would be that the expression for c4; in (20) would

have a’s where 1’s occur.
K3
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If t = 3, we can write the surprise - i.e. difference between the actual and

the expected utility difference - as
(u(cho) = u(0)) = (Bous = Baws) = (1 = 7) (wlch) — u(chp) . (21)
and if t =1 as
(wi(chs) — ulch)) = (Bpui — Baus) = =7 (wi(c) — u(h) . (22)

Using (9) and (17), the first order condition for an interior choice of

campaign expenditures, mBBi, can be written

8877\111;2% ((U(CﬂBz) - U(Cﬁz)) — (Epu; — EAui)) = K. (23)

If the left hand side is negative, the non-negativity constraint binds and mgi
equals zero.

Suppose party B is attached, t = 3, using (19) and (21) we can rewrite
(23)

. 06 U, %0R + B ORY;S + 1
8(9\1/, H:;Z (1-7)|1n 2 — 0 Q] —In £ :__ Q
Mo 5, (\Ifj-geR v ﬁj) >, (eRq/j-g + 1)
since ) _; 3; = n, this reduces to
1 = 24
om 6 ( oRUE+1) " 29

Hence, an attached party B, t = 3, only campaigns in groups where 3, > 1.
Recall that ;m—‘lzi = (1 -9 (ma)) 72, and (1 — 4 (m4;)) > 0. Furthermore,

BmBi

Y1(0) = oo, so party B campaigns in all groups where 3, > 1. In these
groups the policy is surprisingly good and campaigning gives a gain of votes,

since (21) is positive.

19



When party B is neutral, ¢ = 1, the first order condition in groups where

B campaigns is

(25)

ov; 06,7; \Pi%ﬁR + 0;

"o 5 " ( wi%eRH) 7

The left hand side is positive in groups where 3, < 1. Party B of type 1
campaigns where its policy is surprisingly good, just as type 3 does.

Reiterating the above steps for party A, we find that party A campaigns

in groups where party B does not campaign and vice versa. When party B

is attached to its constituency, t = (3, party A campaigns in groups where

0; < 1 and the first order conditions for choice of campaign expenditures in

these groups are

OV s (1T (\I/,%HRJrﬁi) . (26)

Om a; 6 \I/i%HR +1
When B is neutral, t = 1, then party A campaigns in groups where 3, > 1,
and the first order conditions for choice of campaign expenditures in these

groups are

087 U,%0R ,
ov: 667 ( 5—+ﬁ) ., 27

Oma; 6 UE0R+ 1

Summarizing the above we have

Lemma 2 At most one party campaigns in a group. This is the party whose
policy is relatively better than expected for the group’s voters. If party B is
attached to its constituency (of type [3), then party B campaigns in groups i
where B, > 1 and party A campaigns in groups where 3, < 1. If party B is
neutral (of type 1) then B campaigns in groups where 3, < 1 and A in groups
where 3; > 1.

There will be campaigning in all districts where 3, # 1 and no campaign-

ing in a district where 3, = 1. In the latter case there is no uncertainty about
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the policies affecting the district, and neither party has an incentive to spend
campaign money in the district.

Now consider a group ¢ where 3, > 1. This is a group where party B
campaigns if ¢ = [ and party A campaigns if ¢ = 1, (12) gives that the

posterior belief in such a group is

7 = (1 —¥ (mgl>> T (28)
(A= my) (0 =m)+ (1-v (m3,)) =

In a group where 3, < 1, party A campaigns if £ = 3 and B campaigns if

t = 1, the posterior belief in such a group is therefore

7 (1—¢(m113i))7r
C(1mw(ml)) - m (= g mb))

We now show that there is an equilibrium, where the amount of cam-

(29)

paigning, and therefore the information level of a group is independent of
the type of party B. In this equilibrium, the posterior belief in all groups

therefore equals the prior.

Lemma 3 There exists an equilibrium, where the posterior belief in all groups
equals the prior. In this equilibrium, the party who campaigns in a group de-
pends on the type of party B, but the amount of campaigning in a group is

the same independent of the type of party B.
Proof. See the Appendix. =

The key to the Lemma is that the parties are in a symmetric situation.
If party B is of the attached type and (3, >1, then party B has the incentive
to campaign in group i. The incentive depends on the size of the surprise. If
on the other hand party B is unattached, party A campaigns in the group.
A’s incentive is also governed by the size of the surprise - and the this size

is exactly the same as in the case where B campaigns in the group. The
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only difference is the sign. Therefore the two parties have equally strong
incentives to campaign in the group, and the amount of campaign spending
is independent of the type of party B, but who campaigns is not. Since the
amount of campaign spending is independent of the type of party B, there
is actually no new information in being uninformed. Hence, an uninformed
voter does not revise her prior, so the posterior belief equals the prior.

In the sequel we will focus on the equilibrium of Lemma 3, where the
posterior equals the prior.

Let m; denote the total level of campaigning in group 7. In the appendix

we use the first order conditions (24)-(26) to prove the following Lemma.

Lemma 4 The level of campaigning and information s larger in groups
which are mobile and where the uncertainty is large. More formally,.

= m; > Mm; and\IJi>\I/]-
(Si:&j and (ﬁi>ﬁj>10rﬁi<ﬁj<1)

The parties campaign, where they gain many votes from campaigning,
these are groups where the uncertainty is large, and where voters are mobile.

As point of reference consider the case with no campaigns, under the
assumptions made, then all groups are equally informed, i.e. in that case
U, = ¥ for all groups 4. Let e.g. ¢; denote the policy of party A offers group
i if all groups are equally informed and party B is of type ¢, ¢, is found by
inserting ¥ into equation (20)°.

From equations (19), and (20), we know that the consumption level of-
fered to a group is increasing in its information level. Combining this with

Lemma 4 directly gives

6 Actually 5)64¢ = ¢!y,. This is due to the fact that we only consider uniform distributions
of bias in the different groups. If one considers other distributions then the density at the

cut-point §; depends on both parties policies, and therefore ¢;, would depend on B’s

type.
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Theorem 1. Groups which are mobile or where the uncertainty is large
gain from strategic campaigning. More formally,
.= 3. and (51 > 0
bi = b5 ’ = cy; > ¢4y and >
Clss

Mobile groups and groups where uncertainty is large gain from strategic
campaigning. These are groups where campaigns can attract many voters, so
they will be targeted by the parties and this makes the groups well-informed,
which in turn makes the parties offer the group good policies.

Comparing with the results of Lindbeck and Weibull (1987), we see that
there is a campaign-multiplier. Lindbeck and Weibull showed that mobile
groups would gain, since they offered a solid vote response to better poli-
cies. As is clear from Theorem 1, this effect is reinforced by informative
campaigning. The groups are attractive, being mobile, and this also makes
them targets for campaigning. This raises the information level making the
groups even more attractive for the parties to cater to.

Theorem 1 also point to an unfortunate effect of informative campaigning,
at least from an egalitarian point of view - in this model of pure redistribu-
tion all allocations are Pareto optimal.. The strategic distortion identified by
Lindbeck and Weibull is aggravated by informative campaigning. From this
perspective, informative campaigning is not good and a reduction in cam-
paign funds would improve on the situation, since it would lead to a more
egalitarian distribution in equilibrium.

Informative campaigns are often considered good since they allow voters
to make more informed choices. One may value this feature per se, and one
may also conceive of kinds of imperfect information, where more informed
choices certainly are preferable. This would for instance be the case if voters
were unsure about the state of the economy and the revelation of information

made all voters change their preferred policies in the same direction. For a
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discussion of these issues, see Schultz (2002). The present model points to
that the question is more complicated. In our model, informative campaign-

ing is not good.

6 Concluding remarks

Strategic informative campaigning benefits groups which are very mobile
and where the uncertainty about the parties’ policies is particularly large.
Furthermore the parties will never direct informative campaigns at the same
groups. Parties want to reveal positive surprises, and in the nature of things
only one party has something positive to reveal.

Groups who are the subject of intensive campaigning ends up being very
well informed. Such groups are attractive from the point of view of the
parties, many votes can be gained by catering to them. In equilibrium, such
groups therefore gain from the strategic campaigning.

In the particular setting of our model, where the uncertainty was about
how much the parties (or rather one of the parties) favored different groups,
this effect amplified the effect of the preferences for particular groups. How-
ever, the uncertainty may concern other issues such as the size of the group
or the distribution of bias in the group. In this case it will still be true
that groups for which the uncertainty is particularly large will benefit from
strategic campaigning. These are the three testable predictions of the model:
informative campaigns are intense in groups where there is large uncertainty
about policies, in groups which contain many mobile voters, and parties will
never use informative campaigns in the same groups. Furthermore, groups
which are subject of intense campaigning are groups which gain in the dis-

tributional conflict.
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7 Appendix

Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. Since u is strictly concave and ®; is the uniform distribution, it
follows from (6), (14), (13), (11) and (10) that the objective functions of the
parties are strictly concave and continuous in the parties choice variables and
continuous in the vector of beliefs # = (7;);_,. Furthermore, the choice sets
of the parties are strictly convex and compact. Hence the vector of optimal
choices of the parties given by (15) and (16),
o= ((ch,mi) ,(ch,mb), (cﬁ,mi) ) (c%,m%)) Jis a continuous function of
(7, 0) . Call this function s (-) . We also have that the vector 7 is a continuous
function of o, which takes values in a convex compact set, call this function
p(e).

Now consider the compound mapping ¢ — ¢’ defined by

/

o' =s(p(0),0)

This is a continuous function mapping a compact, convex set into itself, hence
it has a fixed point. This fixed point is an equilibrium. m

Proof of Lemma 3

Proof. Suppose that 7; = 7 for all . Consider a group ¢ where 3, > 1.
If party B is of type (3, party B campaigns in this group and the campaign
expenditure is determined by the (set of) first order conditions (24). If on the
other hand ¢ = 1, then party A campaigns in the group, and the campaign
expenditure is determined by the set of first order conditions (27). When

m; = m for all 7, then these two set of equations are equivalent and the
solutions (mgi>mi>1 and (m};,); 5., are the same. Hence, mP = m},. Using
(28) we see that in this case it is indeed true that 7; = 7 is a solution to the
Bayesian updating of the voters. Clearly the same argument can be applied
to groups where 3; < 1. In groups where (3, = 1, there is no campaigning so

trivially, 7, = 7. =
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Proof of Lemma 4
Proof. Lemma 3 implies that we can write the first order condition (24)
of party B of type 3 in a group where (3, > 1

oy 06 (1—7) [ TE0R+ B,
In| —& =H
Omp; 6 U, %0R + 1

(30)

and there are similar expressions for the other first order conditions. Notice
that 7 is a constant, independent of the other variables. Let

0% | \Iji%eR + 3,
n

( O )2 59R 59R
+ - )
Ompi) \V20R+ 8, V,%0R+1

then Xpg; <0 for 8, > 1. By the implicit function theorem, we then get that
for g, > 1,

XBi =

1

dmgi U 20R4p -0
dp, XBi

Hence, the attached type of B, campaigns more in group ¢ than group j
if 3; > B; > 1. It campaigns most intensely in groups, which it favors the
most. These groups therefore become well informed about policies. These
groups also be come well informed if party B is neutral and of type 1. In this

case party A campaigns intensely here, and we know from the Lemma that

B _ .1
Mp; = My,-
Similarly,
v, %R v, %R v;%igR
O In i OR+0; + i5 . iz
dm?, omp; U, SR+ 1 ;%0R+8; W S0R+1 31)

The sign of this expression equals the sign of the numerator. For (3, close to
one, the numerator approximately equals’

o xpi%eRjLﬁi_l N U;50R  WS6R
Omp; \ \ U, %0R+1 U,%0R+ 3,  V,%0R+1

"We use the approximation Inx ~ x — 1 for = close to one.
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which equals

o U,%0R + 3, D (4 U, %0R
8mB,~ \Pz%eR + 1 \Ijzé_geR + ﬁz 7

which is positive for 3, > 1. Furthermore it is straightforward to check that

the numerator of (31) is increasing in (3;. We conclude that for g, > 1,

B
dm',

dé;
Consider then a group where 3, < 1. When party B is of type [, party

>0 (32)

A campaigns in this group. Party A’s first order condition for choice of

campaign expenditure in such groups (26) becomes

o U,%0R + 3,
——— 51 —m)ln | =—* | = 33
B (T ( vagR+1) " (33)
Implicit differentiation gives
oY 1
dmly, " omaiwZioRrip, <0
ag; Xai

where

2 U,80R + B
X = oy 5 In ‘; + 5

+( o >2 L9R L9R
oM a; U2%0R+ 3, V%0R+1

Hence, comparing two groups ¢ and j where 3, < 3, < 1, party A will

campaign more in group ¢ than group j. The reason is that the surprise is
larger in group i. The attached party B treats group i badly and A has a
strong interest in revealing that. Similarly, when B is neutral, it has a strong
interest in revealing that to group 7 : B of type § campaigns as much as A
does when B is of type 1 in group i, cf. the Lemma. Again it is also true
that

dml,,

o, >0
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Party A also addresses mobile groups.

Lemma 4 follows directly from the above total derivatives. m
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