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Motivation

“Increasing polarization has not caused Americans to become disen-

gaged from the political process. In 2004, according to data from the

American National Election Studies, more Americans than ever per-

ceived important differences between the political parties and cared

about the outcome of the presidential election. As a result, voter

turnout increased dramatically between 2000 and 2004, and record

numbers of Americans engaged in campaign activities such as trying

to influence their friends and neighbors, displaying bumper stickers

and yard signs, and contributing money to the parties and candidates.

The evidence indicates that rather than turning off the public and de-

pressing turnout, polarization energizes the electorate and stimulates

political participation.”(Abramowitz & Saunders, 2008)
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Motivation

Despite the apparent link between polarization, campaign
spending and turnout (most) formal models do not study
those jointly.

Develop a model with turnout depending on parties’ strategic
choice of platforms and campaign spending.

Characterize equilibrium polarization and campaign spending.

Reveal an inverted U-shaped relationship between the two.

Provide comparative statics on how returns to mobilization
and persuasion can drive polarization, campaign spending,
and turnout.
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Literature

Closest papers on effects of campaign technology on spending and
polarization in models of electoral competition:

Herrera et al (2008): Model of polarization, campaign
spending and turnout
(caveat: campaign technology can not explain increase in
polarization and campaign spending)

Balart et al (2022) & Hirsch (2023): Model of polarization
and campaign spending
(caveat: no turnout)
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Timing

Two office motivated parties i = {D,R} maximizing their
probability of winning the election net of the campaign effort
cost.

Policy space is the [0, 1] interval.

Timing:
1 Stage 1: Parties D and R propose platforms d and 1− r .

Polarization is y = 1− d − r .
2 Stage 2: Party i exerts costly campaign effort ei ∈ [0, 1], with

marginal cost of effort normalized to one.
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Voters

Following Balart et al (2022), there is a mass of ideological
voters F (y) and a mass of impressionable voters 1− F (y).

Let F (y) = z + (1− z)yw where 0 < w ≤ 1 and 0 < z < 1
denoting the mass of voters that are ideological when y = 0
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Figure: z = 0.2, w = {0.5, 1}
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Ideological Voters

Following Herrera et al (2008), ideological voters have ideal
policies v uniformly distributed in [0, 1].

An ideological voter with ideal policy v votes for party D if

bv + b − |v − d | > −|v − (1− r)|,

where b and bv are shocks uniformly drawn from [−α, α] and
[−β, β] respectively, and such that α ≥ 1 and β ≥ α+ 1.

All ideological voters participate in the election
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Impressionable Voters

Impressionable voters vote based on parties’ campaign effort.

Mobilization: The share of impressionable voters mobilized
to vote in the election is given by

M(eD , eR) = (emD + emR )/2

Persuasion: The fraction of mobilized impressionable voters
persuaded to vote for party i is equal to

Ti (eD , eR) =
eti

etD + etR
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Payoffs

The vote share of party i is equal to

vi (d , r , eD , eR) = F (y)Si (d , r)+(1−F (y))M(eD , eR)Ti (eD , eR)

Party’s i payoff is defined as

πi (d , r , eD , eR) = Prob(vi (d , r , eD , eR) > v−i (d , r , eD , eR))−ei
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Second stage

(a) Probability of winning. (b) Payoffs.

Figure: Probability of winning and party payoffs as functions of own
spending. The solid black line corresponds to d = r = 0.25, and the
dashed grey line to d = r = 0.15. The opposing party’s spending is fixed
at 0.15. Parameters: α = 1, β = 4, m = 0.2, t = 0.4, z = 0.5.
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Second stage

Proposition

Let t < 1/2 , m ≤ min{t, 1− 2t} and z ≥ βt
2m+1αm(α−1/4)1−m+βt

,

then

e∗(d , r) = e∗D(d , r) = e∗R(d , r) =

(
βtH(1− d − r)

4α

) 1
1−m

is the unique pure strategy Nash equilibrium of the campaign
spending stage of the game.

Comparative statics: Effort is decreasing in y ,α,m,
increasing in t,and β.
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Second stage

Comparative statics: Effort is decreasing in y ,α,m,
increasing in t,and β.

(a) d = r = 0.25 =⇒ y = 0.5 (b) d = r = 0.15 =⇒ y = 0.7

Figure: First order conditions and equilibrium spending for different levels
of polarization. Parameters: α = 1, β = 4, m = 0.2, t = 0.4, z = 0.25.
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First stage

Proposition

There is a unique subgame perfect Nash equilibrium where each
party chooses platform d = r = p∗ ∈ (0, 1/2), where p∗ is the
solution to

1

2α
(1− 2p∗) =

∂e∗(d , p∗)

∂d

∣∣∣∣
d=p∗

=
∂e∗(p∗, r)

∂r

∣∣∣∣
r=p∗
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Comparative Statics: Campaign effort

Proposition

Campaign effort in equilibrium follows an inverted U-shape in the
equilibrium platform p∗.
The policy platform pmax providing the highest campaign
expenditure depends only on z and w (the parameters of F ).

Figure: Equilibrium campaign spending e∗(p∗, p∗) as a function of p∗,
α = 1, ω = 1, w = 1.
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Comparative Statics

Proposition

An increase (decrease) in the persuasiveness of spending, t, leads
to more (less) extreme equilibrium platforms (i.e., ∂p∗

∂t ≤ 0).
Equilibrium electoral spending increases in t if and only if

p∗ ≥ pmax (i.e., p∗ ≥ pmax ⇐⇒ ∂e∗i (p
∗,p∗)

∂t ≥ 0).

Proposition

An increase in the returns of mobilization (i.e., a decrease in m),
leads to more extreme equilibrium platforms (i.e., ∂p∗

∂m ≥ 0).
Equilibrium electoral spending increases in the returns to

mobilization if p∗ ≥ pmax (i.e., p∗ ≥ pmax ⇒ ∂e∗i (p
∗,p∗)

∂m ≤ 0).
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Turnout

Turnout = F (y) + (1− F (y))M(eD , eR)

For p∗ > pmax : A parameter change that results to an
increase in polarization and campaign spending, clearly leads
to an increase in turnout.

For p∗ < pmax : A parameter change that results an increase
in polarization and a decrease in campaign spending, also
induces an increase in turnout.
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Conclusions

A spatial model of electoral competition with endogenous
turnout

Turnout moves together with polarization:

“The evidence indicates that rather than turning off
the public and depressing turnout, polarization ener-
gizes the electorate and stimulates political participa-
tion.”(Abramowitz & Saunders, 2008)
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Thank you!

THANK YOU!
orestis.troumpounis@unive.it
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