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A Preliminary Analysis

We first conduct a general preliminary analysis of the model; the proof of main text
Lemma 1 characterizing a voter best response is contained herein.

To more easily accommodate ex-ante agnosticism as to whether a low-ability incum-
bent distorts his policymaking toward the popular policy A or the unpopular policy B in
equilibrium, we rewrite a low-ability incumbent’s strategy as n = (n,n®), where n* for
x € {A, B} denotes the probability that the incumbent chooses policy y = z after receiving
signal s = —z. Hence, using our main text notation n* = 5 is the probability of “pander-
ing” and n® = 1 — 64 is the probability of “fake leadership.” We also use § = (64,67) to

denote the entire vector of a voter strategy, where 6% = (v, p*, vi,vZ,) for x € {A, B}.

The Incumbent’s Problem To formally characterize a low-ability incumbent’s best re-
sponses we first introduce notation to describe the electoral consequences of choosing each
policy = € {A, B} given a voter strategy 6. Let

vr(0%) = (L= p")vg + p" (P(w = =)y + Plw # z|I)V2,)
denote a low-ability incumbent’s expected probability of reelection after choosing z € {A, B}

when he has information Z about the state and the voter uses strategy 6 in response to



first-period policy z. Applying the notation in the main text we have EUF = P(w =
z|Z) + 0q - v*(Z;0%). Next, let AZ(0) = vE(6%) — v7*(07") denote a low-ability incumbent’s
net gain in the probability of reelection from choosing x vs. -z when he has information 7
and the voter uses strategy 0 = (0*,07"). Finally, let

~» Pr(w=-zT) - Pr(w==2T)

AI — y

0q

and observe that A?___ > 0 Vz € {A, B} since ¢ > 7, yielding the following best-response.

S=TT

Lemma A.1. A low-ability incumbent’s strategy n = (n*,n?) is a best response to 0 i.f.f.
AT__ (0) > (<)A*__, —n* =1(0) Vz € {A, B}

S=Tx S=TT

The Voter’s Problem When the voter is initially called to play, she has observed the
incumbent’s first-period policy choice x, and must choose her likelihood of paying attention p”
and of retaining the v incumbent should she choose not to pay attention. Should she choose
to pay attention, she then anticipates learning the state w and deciding on the likelihood of
retaining the incumbent v” conditional on this additional information.

We first discuss the voter’s belief formation. Although some sequences of play may be
off the path of play given a low-ability incumbent’s strategy (for example, failure of a policy
x when a low-ability incumbent is believed to always choose —x) it is easily verified that
sequentially consistent beliefs about the incumbent’s ability 1§ and the state P(w = z|y = )
prior to the attentional decision p®, as well as sequentially consistent beliefs p for w € {A, B}
about the incumbent’s ability after paying attention, are all unique and characterized by

Bayes’ rule (as described in the main text). We start with two useful algebraic equalities.
Lemma A.2. Priw=zly=2) - ui=p

Proof: Pr(w =z|ly = x) - u®

T

Pr(y=2z,w=1) Pr(\; =H,y=z,w=1x)
= Pr(y = 1) Pr(\;=Hly=z,w=12)= Priy =)
_ Pry=z|A\f=H,w=2)Pr(w=ux)-Pr(\;=H)
Pr(y = x)
Priy=zl\=Hw=2)Prw=2)+Pr(y=z/\; =H,w#2x)Pr(w#2z)) -Pr(\;=H)

Pr(y = x)
Pry=x2/\;=H)-Pr(\;=H)
Pr(y = x) —
where the second-to-last equality follows from Pr(y = x|\; = H,w # z) = 0. QED.

Lemma A.3. y* = Pr(w = z|ly = 2)u + Pr(w = —z|ly = x)u?,



. Pr(Af=Hy=2) Pr(M=Hy=zw=x)+Pr(\;=Hy=72w# 1)

Pr(y = x) Pr(y = x)
Priwu=z,y=2)Pr(\f=Hlw=z,y=12) Prw#z,y=2)Pr(\;=H|lw#zx,y=1x)
— +
Pr(y =x) Pr(y =)
= Pr(w=aly=a)pu;+Pr(w#zly =1z, QED

With these beliefs in hand, it is easily verified that after observing first period policy
y = x, the voter’s expected utility from strategy 6% = (v, p*, vy, v%,) following x is:
(1=p7) (gu* + (1= v5)7)
Ve =dg+ii-a)| | (Protaly=a) (Lt 1=y ) |-
+Pr(w=zly =) Wi+ (1 -v7)7)

where the unique sequentially-consistent values of (u®, u%, u* ., Pr(w = z|y = x)) depend on a
low-ability incumbent’s strategy 7. It is next immediate that the voter’s retention probabil-
ities 7 after s € {(), z, 7z} (where s = () denotes the decision to pay no attention and learn
nothing about the state) will be sequentially rational if and only if u% > (<) v — v¥ = 1(0).

To examine the voter’s attention decision p®, recall from the main text that the values

of negative and positive attention (qbw_ , gzﬁ) following policy x are defined to be:
¢* =6(1—q)-Pr(w#zly=1x)(y—pl,)
¢ =0(L—q)-Pr(w=uzly=ux)(z—1)
It is straightforward that ¢” is strictly increasing in 7 (c.p.) while ¢7 is strictly decreasing

in v (c.p.). The following lemma connects these values to the voter’s expected utility.
T _ 1 T T
Lemma A.4. p* —~v = Fiemm] (¢+ — gzﬁ_)

Proof: p'—v = (Prw=zly=2)u; +Pr(w#zly=1)ps,) -

= Pr(w=zaly=2)(u;—7) —Pr(w#aly=12)(y—p,)
¢ — ¢
= = = QED
6(1—q)
Finally, the following facilitates comparisons between the values of information across

policies that will be useful later in the analysis.

Lemma A.5. ¢;* > (=) ¢ =
p—Pry=-aw=-a)y Pry=zw=-z)y
> (=) —
Pr(y = =)

Proof: Observe from the definitions that ¢;* > (=)¢* <=

Pr(y = —z)

Pr(w = —zly = ~z) (=7 —7) > (=) Pr(w=—zly =)y
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We first transform the lhs; we have that Pr (w = —z|y = —x) (u2% — ) =
uw* —Pr(w=—zly = —x) v (using Lemma A.2)

Pr(w = —
% (u—Pr(y =—x|w=—x)v) (using Pr(y =—z|\ =H)=Pr(w=-z2))
We next transform the rhs; we have that Pr (w = —z|ly = z)y = P;E‘("y::;";) Pr(y = z|lw = —x) 7.

Substituting in and rearranging then yields the desired condition. QED

With Lemmas A.2-A.5 in hand, imposing sequential rationality on each ¥ and rearranging

yields that the voter’s expected utility V' (p®|n) conditional on p® is equal to:
V (p*|n) = 6qg+ 0 (1 — @) max {p”, 7} + p* (max {min {¢”,¢% } ,0} — ).

This immediately yields main text Lemma 1 which we restate formally here, letting ©%(n)

denote the set of best responses following x when a low-ability incumbent uses strategy 7.

Lemma 1 (restated). 6° € ©7(p) <
P, = 0,42 > (<) 7 = 55 = 1(0) Vs € {0,2), and ¢ < (>) * = min{é” 6%} = 5* = 1(0)

Properties of Equilibrium We conclude this section by proving some basic properties of
equilibrium and providing an intermediate characterization. The first property states that

equilibrium may involve pandering or fake leadership, but not both.
Lemma A.6. In equilibrium, n* > 0 for at most one x.

Proof: First observe that n* >0 — EUX_ _ > EUX  — v* _ (0) > v, *_ (6) since P(

S=—T

w =
—z|s = =) > P(w = z|s = =) > 0. Next observe that vZ___(0) > v;*__(0) — vZ__(0) >

UE(0) since (7, (0) ~ 5 0) — 00— B) =

pre(Plw=zfs =) = Plw=zls = ~x)) - (7 — V%)

+p % (Plw=—z|s=-2)— Plw=—z|s=2x)) (v —v,"),
which is > 0 since v¥ > v*_in a best response and P(w = z|s = z) > P(w = z|s = —x).
Finally, the preceding yields EU?_, > EU* _, — n* = 0 since P(w = z|s = 2) > P(w =

ST=XT
—z|s =x) > 0. QED
The second property states that any equilibrium involving a distortion must be mixed.

Lemma A.7. If n® > 0 then n* < 1.

Proof: Suppose n* =1 (so n™® = 0). Then p* =1 and ¢~* = 0, so equilibrium requires
vy® = 1 and p™® = 0, implying v7* (#) = 1 > vF(0). Since P(w = —z|s = -z) > P(w =
x|s = —x) we have EUY="F > FUY="  and n® > 0 cannot be a best-response. QED.

S=—x)

Collecting the preceding yields an intermediate characterization of equilibrium as a corollary.
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Corollary A.1. Profile (7, é) s a sequential equilibrium i.f.f. it satisfies Lemma 1 and either

e 71* =0 and A*___(0) < A®

S=—x S=—x

Vo € {A, B} (the incumbent is truthful)

o Jz st 77 €(0,1), 7% =0, and A*___ (0) = A*___ (the incumbent distorts toward z)
B Equilibrium Characterization
Herein we continue the equilibrium analysis and prove Proposition 1. We first examine

properties of the values of attention when the incumbent is truthful.

Lemma B.1. Let ¢* denote the values of attention when a low-ability incumbent is truthful
and ¢° = min{¢®, o= }. These values satisfy the following three properties: (i) ¢t > ¢¥ and
ot < @B, (ii) ¢P > ¢ — v < p?, and (iii) ¢* > ¢ — v > p.

Proof: From the definitions, ¢ > ¢ <= Pr(w = Aly= B) >Pr(w=Bly = A) <

Pr(y = Alw = A) Pr(w=A) - Pr(y = Blw = B) 1 —Pr(w=A4)
Pr(y=Aw=B)) \1—-Pr(w=A) Pr(y = Blw = A) Prw=4) /)’
When a low-ability incumbent is truthful, gigiifiﬁ:g; = ﬁi%(fi)g) = ggzgtzﬁi, so the

condition reduces to Pr(w=A) =71 > % Next, ¢ﬁ > (<)(:)¢f < Prw=Aly=A4) >
(<)(=)Pr(w = Bly = B) when a low-ability incumbent is truthful (using that 4 = %)

which in turn holds <= Pr(w = Aly = B) > Pr(w = B|y = A), which is already shown.

The statement that ¢? > ¢4 — v < i follows trivially from the first property.

The final property is equivalent to v < u — ¢ > ¢*. To show this we argue that
¢ (1) > ¢A(p). From this it is easy to verify the desired property using (i) p € (a%, i), (ii)
@8 > ¢4, (iii) ¢ (v) decreasing in ~, and (iv) ¢%(7) increasing in . Observe from Lemma
A5 that ¢f > ¢4 iff Pr(y=A)- ('y — m> > Pr(y = B)~. Next observe that
when v = p the condition reduces to Pr(y = A) > Pr(y = B), which always holds when a
low-ability incumbent is truthful. QED

We next examine how a low-ability incumbent’s strategy n affects the values of attention.

Lemma B.2. Pr(w # z|y = x) is strictly increasing in n* (when n~*=0) and strictly de-
creasing in n " (when n* = 0).
Pr(y=z|w #x)- (1 —7%)
Prly=zlw=2z) -1+ Pr(y=xlw#z)- (1 -7
1

Pry=zlw=z) =
Pr(y=z|w#z) 1-—7% +1

So n® (n™*) affect the desired quantity solely through

Proof: Pr(w#zly=12) =

Pr(y=z|w=x)
Pr(y=z|w#x)

Priy=zlw=2) p+0—p)-(¢d-n")+1-q)n")
Pr(y = zlw # x) Q=p) - (L=q) (X =n7") +qn°)
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To perform comparative statics n*, assume n™* = 0 so
Priy=zlw=2)  p+0—p)-(¢+1—-q)n")
Pr(y = zlw # z) (1=p)-(1=q)+a")
pt+1—p) - 1-qg@-7")+(2¢-1) (1 —n%))
Q=p)-I=qd=7")

— 1+ (15,) (1 - q(ll - nx)) + (21q__q1()1(1__ng)m)

which is straightforwardly decreasing in * when ¢ > %

To perform comparative statics in ™, assume that n* = 0 so
Priy=zlw=2) p+0-pql-n7)  =H=+0-nqg

Priy=alw#z) (1-p -1-¢1-n7) (1-p)(1-q)
which is clearly strictly increasing in n™*. QED

Lemma B.3. Pr(w = z|ly = x)(u& — ) is strictly decreasing in n* (when n™* = 0) and

strictly increasing in n~* (when n* =0).

Proof: First Pr(w = z|y = x) is strictly decreasing (increasing) in n* (n™*) by Lemma B.2.

Next i = - is strictly decreasing (increasing) in n* (n™*). QED

I
1—p)(g(1=n"®)+(1—g)n%)

The preceding lemmas immediately yield comparative statics effects of n* > 0 (when

X -x

n™* = 0) on the four relevant values of information (¢, %, ¢"", ¢;*) as a corollary.

Corollary B.1. Suppose that n™ = 0. Then ¢*(n*) and ¢*(n") are strictly increasing in
n®, while ¢%.(n*) and ¢-*(n") are strictly decreasing in n®.

We next use the preceding to examine how an anticipated distortion n* > 0 toward some
policy z (with n7* = 0) affects the electoral incentives of a low-ability incumbent when the
voter best-responds. This analysis yields a key lemma which implies that the model is well
behaved. The lemma states that (despite the greater complexity of the RA model), a greater
distortion toward some policy z still makes that policy relatively less electorally appealing

once the voter best responds (as in the CHS model). To state the lemma formally, let
A% (7) = {A: 3 0 satisfying 0% € ©° (") Vo € {A, B} and A = A5 (6)}
denote the reelection probability differences for an incumbent with information Z be-

tween choosing z vs. —z that can be generated by a voter best response to n* (with 7% = 0).

Lemma B.4. AZ (n?) is an upper-hemi continuous, compact, convezr-valued, decreasing

correspondence that is constant and singleton everywhere except at (at most) four points.

Proof: Starting with the voter’s objective functions V' (6*|n) and the best responses stated in
main text Lemma 1 and Appendix Lemma A.1, it is straightforward to verify all properties

of the correspondence using standard arguments except that it is decreasing.

6



To argue that AZ% (n?) is decreasing, first observe that:

AZ (7)) = Vi(n*?) — V#(7), where VZ(n®) = {v : 30" € O(n?) satisfying v = v (6%)}.
Specifically, VZ(n?) the set of reelection probabilities following policy x that can be generated
by a voter best response to n* € [0, 1] (with 7% = 0). To show the desired result we therefore
argue that VZ(n?) is decreasing and V7*(n?) is increasing.

To argue that VZ(n?) is decreasing, first observe by Lemma 1 and Corollary B.1 that
¢*(n?) = min{¢? (n?), ¢7.(n?)}, with ¢7 (n?) strictly increasing in 7* and ¢7(n?) strictly
decreasing in n*. Thus, there 3 some 77 where ¢*(n?) achieves its strict maximum over [0, 1],
and moreover if 77 € (0, 1) then ¢% (7*) < (>)(=)¢7(n*) <= n* < (>)(=)n. Suppose first
that ¢ > ¢*(72). By Lemma 1, if n* < 7 then 6% € ©7(n?) — vg=1>p"=0— Vi) =
{1}, and if * > 72 then 6° € O%*(1*) — v = p* =0 — Vi(n*) = {0}. VZ(n*) decreasing
then immediately follows. Suppose next that ¢ < ¢*(7?); then there are three subcases.

(a) If * < 77 then by Lemma 1 we have §° € (1) <= 0 satisfies (i) Vg =0 =
1> 0%, =0, and (ii) ¢ > (<)¢p*(n*) — p* = 1(0). Since ¢ (n?) is strictly increasing in 7?,
it is easy to see that {p : 367 € ©* with p = p*} is an increasing correspondence. Moreover,
observe that vZ(p*|0f = 07 = 1,0%, = 0) = 1 — p* Pr(w # z|Z) is decreasing in p* (that is,
more attention to z hurts reelection prospects when the voter’s posture is favorable). Thus
it immediately follows that VZ(n?) is decreasing over the range n* < 7?.

(b) If »* > 7? then by Lemma 1 we have §° € ©*(°) <= 07 satisfies (i) Vi =
D2, =0, (ii) ¢ (") > (<)0 = p2 = 1(0), and (iii) ¢ > (<)¢* (n°) — p* = 1(0). Since
¢4 (n?) is strictly decreasing in 7?, it is easy to see that both {p : 30° € 6% with p = p°}
and {v : 30* € 6% with v = 07} are decreasing correspondences. Moreover, observe that
vi(p?, vi|g = 02, = 0) = p*v7 - Pr(w = 2|Z) is increasing in both v and p* (that is, more
attention to z helps reelection prospects when the voter’s posture is adversarial). Thus it
immediately follows that VZ(n?) is again decreasing over the range n* > 7Z.

(c) If 7% is sufficiently close to 77 then by Lemma 1 we have 62 € ©7(n?) — p7 = 07 =
1>0, =0— Vi(n?*) = {Pr(z = w|Z)} and constant.

Finally, exactly symmetric arguments show V7*(n?) is increasing, beginning again with
the observations (by Lemma 1 and Corollary B.1) that ¢~*(n*) = min{¢_*(n*), *(n?) }, but
with ¢;%(n?) strictly increasing in n* and ¢~%(n?) strictly decreasing in n*. QED

With the preceding lemma in hand, we first prove main text Lemma 2 stating that the

incumbent is always truthful when 7 = % (i.e., there is no ex-ante “popular” policy).

Proof of Lemma 2 Applying Corollary A.1 and Lemma B.4, to rule out an equilibrium
distorted toward a policy = € {A, B} (n* > 0,77"=0) it suffices to show min{A?__ (0)} <0

S="T

(intuitively, that there is no electoral benefit to policy = after signal —x when the incumbent
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is believed to be truthful). Given ex-ante policy symmetry and incumbent truthfulness,
there always exists a best-response 6 in which the voter treats the incumbent identically
after either policy, so A?___(§) = p*(Pr(w = —z|s = 2) — Pr(w = z|s = z)) < 0. QED

S=TT

We next prove Proposition 1 ruling out “fake leadership” and both existence and unique-

ness of generic uniqueness of sequential equilibria.

Proof of Proposition 1 Applying Corollary A.1 and Lemma B.4, to rule out fake leadership
equilibria (n? = 0,7 € (0,1)) it suffices to show that min{AZ_,(0)} < 0. First recall from
the main text that i® < u < p# < it = [i8. Now suppose first that v € (jii®, i) so that
vy =1 > v =0 in a voter best response. Then it is easily verified that min{AZ ,(0)} <
— (2Pr(w = Als = A) — 1) < 0. Suppose next that v < i@?, so that the voter’s posture is
favorable after both policies. Then ¢& > ¢4 (by Lemma B.1), and there exists some 6 € ©(0)
with 07 = 04 =1 > 0% =0 Vo and pP > p4, so AB_,(0) =
—pA2Pr(w=Als=A) — 1) — (p® — pH Pr(w = Als = A) — (1 - p")(1 - PP) <0.
Suppose next that v € [+, 5] (recalling that ji4 = %) so that the voter has an adversarial
posture after both policies. Then ¢* > ¢# (by Lemma B.1), and there exists some 0 e 0(0)
with 7% =1 > 0%, = 0B = 0 Va and p* > pP, so AB_,(0) =
—pP2Pr(w=Als=A)—1)— (p* = pP)Pr(w = Als = A) — (1 — p*)p* <0.

Finally suppose that ji4 = fi8 < v; then clearly AZ_ ,(0) = {0}. QED

Lemma B.5. A sequential equilibrium of the model exists and is generically unique.

Proof: It is straightforward to verify from the definitions that for generic model parameters
(1,7, m,q,¢) € [0,1]* x R* we have that (i) for any particular fixed n = (n,7%), AL 5 (n)
is a singleton, and (ii) A4 5 (0) # A4 5. Suppose first that A% ,(0) < A% ,; then by
Corollary A.1 there exists a truthful equilibrium. Moreover, by Lemma B.4, A% p(n?) <
A2, Vn?t > 0. Hence again by Corollary A.1 there cannot exist a pandering equilibrium
with 7 > 0. Suppose next that A%, (0) > A% ,; then by Corollary A.1 there does not exist
a truthful equilibrium. In addition, by Lemma B.4, A% , (77‘4) is decreasing and satisfies
A2 (1) <0< A2 5 € (0,1). Thus, there 3 some 74 > 0 with A2, € A4 ;(A4), so by
Corollary A.1 a pandering equilibrium exists at 7. Moreover, for generic parameters, 7
must be equal to one of the (at most) four values where A% ;(74) is non-singleton, with
AL 5 € (min{AL (7"}, max{AZ 5(H*)}). Thus, by Lemma B.4 we have A% 5(n?) > (<
JAZL 5 for n? < (>)7” and no other pandering equilibrium exists. QED



C Main Proofs

In this Appendix we prove Propositions 3 — 5 characterizing the form of equilibrium.
Since fake leadership is ruled out we return to the notation in the main text, denoting the
probability that a low-ability incumbent chooses A after signal B as o (rather than n?) and

assuming that a low-ability incumbent is truthful after signal A (i.e. n® = 0).

C.1 Truthful Equilibria
Recall from Proposition 1 that a truthful equilibrium of the CHS model exists iff either (i)
v & (i?, p?) or (ii) ¢ > ¢. We now provide conditions for existence of a truthful equilibrium

in the RA model; Lemmas 3 and 4 are then immediate corollaries.

Lemma C.1. There exists a truthful equilibrium of the RA model if and only if either (1)
¢ < min{¢?, ¢}, (2) c € (min{¢*, $7}, max{¢p*, ¢”}) and ¢ > q, or (8) ¢ > max{¢*, p"}
and either (i) v & (i, i) or (i) q¢ > q.

Proof: Suppose first that ¢ < min{¢?, #}; then there exists a voter best response 6 to
truthfulness with full attention (p* = p# = 1), for any such 6 we have A% ,(f) = Pr(w =
Als = B)—Pr(w = Bls = B) < 0 < A4 , so truthfulness is a best response to full attention,
and a truthful equilibrium exists. Suppose next that ¢ € (min{¢*, ¢}, max{¢*, ¢#}). Then
in any best response 6, either pP =1>p* =0and v < g implying o4 =1, or p4 =1 >
p8 =0 and v > P implying 8 = 1. In either case, A2 ,(0) = Pr(w = Als = B). This
in turn is < A2 5 (and thus a truthful equilibrium exists) i.f.f. ¢ > ¢ Finally suppose that
¢ > max{¢”, $®}; then there exists a voter best response 0 to truthfulness with no attention
after either policy, and conditions on the remaining quantities for truthful equilibrium are
trivially identical to conditions in the CHS model. QED.

C.2 Asymmetric Attention and Pandering Equilibria

The precise structure of equilibrium is relatively complex within the asymmetric attention
region when a low-ability incumbent panders. To describe these equilibria first requires a
closer examination of how pandering affects the value of attention after each policy.
C.2.1 The Value of Attention with Pandering

Consider two distinct values of attention ¢?(c) and ¢% (), which are strictly monotonic
in 0. It is straightforward to see that their derivatives will have opposite signs, and hence
cross at most once over o € [0,1], if either x = 2’ or s = s'. However, single-crossing is
not assured when both x # 2’ and s # s’. In our analysis it will be necessary to compare
the value of negative attention ¢ (o) after A and positive attention ¢Z (o), which are both

increasing in . We first prove that these functions also cross at most once over o = [0, 1].

Lemma C.2. ¢*(0) and ¢% (o) cross at most once over [0, 1].
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Proof: By Lemma A5, ¢ > (=)¢? can be written both as Z(0,7) > (=0), where
Z(o;y)=Pr(y=A)-(u—Pr(y=Blw=B)vy)—Pr(y = B)-Pr(y = Alw = B)~, and also
Z(0,7) > (=0), where Z(0;7) = Pr(y=A) - <’y— m) — Pr(y=DB)y. Now
Z (0,7) is strictly decreasing in v and Z (o;u) = Pr(y=A) — Pr(y = B) > 0 Vo € [0, 1];
hence, ¢f — ¢ > 0 Vo € [0,1] when v < p. Next observe that Z (0;7) is strictly increasing
in o at any (v, o) where both v > p and Z (o3 ) > 0 (since then v > Pr(y—:”;‘w:LB)), so Z (0:7)
and hence also Z (0;7) and ¢f — ¢ satisfy single-crossing in 0. QED

We next introduce several useful definitions.

Definition C.1. For (z,s) € {A, B} x{—,+}, let $*(c) denote the function extending ¢* (o)
linearly over R,' let o ¥ denote the unique solution to ¢*(0) = ¢%(0), and let o%(c) denote
the inverse of ¢* (o).

We now prove several essential properties of these cutpoints.

Lemma C.3. The cutpoints aj;:j/ satisfy the following:

o u*(0%t(y)) =~ Vz € {A, B} and 0% = min{max{c4* 0}, max{c5" 0}}

e 057 (v) € (0,1) and is constant in y

e okt (v) €(0,1) and is < op* when y > p

o o= (v) is strictly increasing in v when o5~ () € [0,1], and there 3 v, with p <y <

7 <t such that 5% (y) = 0 and o5 (7) = 047 (7) = ox(7)

Proof: The first property is an immediate implication of Lemma A.4 and Proposition 1,
and the second is easily verified from the definitions.

Proof of third property: We argue that v > u — ¢ (0p") < ¢Z(cpt); combined with
$4(0) < ¢2(0) (from Lemma B.1), ¢%(c) decreasing in o and ¢¥ (o) increasing in o (from
Corollary B.1) this yields the desired property. First, there exists a unique level of pandering
6 € (0,1) that makes policy choice uninformative and thus satisfies u (6) = p?(6) =
p. Second, is easily verified that at 6 we have Pr(y =xz|A\; =L) = Pr(y=x|\; = H) =
Pr(w = z) Vx (since a high ability incumbent always chooses correctly). Now suppose that
it <. Then (i) p® (6) = p <, (ii) p? (65F) =, and (iii) x? (o) increasing jointly imply
that & < op . We last argue ¢4(5) < ¢ (6), implying the desired property since ¢4 () is

BSpecifically, ¢7 (o) = ¢7 (o) for o € [0,1], % -0 for 0 <0, and % -0 for o > 1.

o=1
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decreasing and ¢¥ (o) is increasing. Observe that ¢7(5) < ¢#(5) i.L.L
Pr(w= Aly = A) (4 — ) < Pr(w = Bly = B) (u3 — 7)

ph = Pr(w=Aly=A)y <p” —Pr(w=Bly=B)y
Pr(w=Aly=A) > Pr(w= Bly=B)

pPrw=Ay=A N=H)+(1—p)Prw=Aly=A ) \r=1L)
pPr(w=Bly=B,A\f=H)+(1—pu)Pr(w=Bly=B,\;=1)

Priw=Aly=AX N =L)>Pr(w=Bly=B,A\f=1L)

Prly=Alw=A, \=L)Pr(w=A) Pr(y=Blw=B,A\=L)Pr(w=B)
Pr(y=A|A\;=1L) Pr(y = B|A\; = L)

Pry=Alw=A \=L)>Pr(y=Blw=B,A\;=1L)

¢+ (1—gq)o>q(l—0), which holds Vo > 0.

rrerrvtte

The first equality is from Lemma A.2, the second from p? (6) = pu? () = p, the fourth from
Pr(w=zly = x,A\; = H) =1, and the sixth from Pr(y = 2|\; = L) = Pr (w = z) at 4.
Proof of fourth property: Recall from the proof of Lemma C.2 that ¢ (o;7) —¢? (057) >
(=)0iff Z(o,7) > (=0), where Z (o,7) is strictly decreasing in v and crosses 0 over [0, 1]
at most once. We first argue that 0¥ (7) is strictly increasing in 4 when o5 (v) € [0, 1]. For
v <+ where both o4* (v) € [0,1] and o () € [0, 1] we have that Z (65 (v);7) =0 —
Z (o557 (7)) <0, implying o5 (7/) such that Z (o5 (v);7') = 0 must satisfy o * (7/) >
o5 (v) by single crossing of Z (0,7) over o € [0,1]. We next argue there 3 a unique
v € (,u,ﬂA) solving afff (z) = 0, which is equivalent to gbf (0;1) — ¢4 (0;1) = 0. To see
this, observe that Z (o; 1) = Pr(y = A)—Pr(y = B) > 0 Vo € [0, 1] so ¢¥ (0; 1) > ¢2 (0; ),
and ¢ (0; z4) = ¢ (0; 1) > @2 (0, i) (where the equality follows from 04" (i) = 0 and
the inequality from Lemma A.4). Lastly, since o5 () is strictly increasing in v, 04" (7) is
strictly decreasing in ~y, o5+ (1) =0<oy" (1)7 and o5 " () > o4t () = 0, there exists

a unique y € (7, z%) where i () = 4™ (7). QED

Having established properties of these critical cutpoints, we are now in a position to

bound the equilibrium level of pandering o} under a variety of different conditions.

Lemma C.4. An equilibrium level of pandering o}, in the RA model satisfies (i) v < 5 —
of S oit, (i) y <y = o <ok, (i) y =7 = o < ot (iv) when y € [y,7] we have
¢ > (<)¢(oh") = ¢(ohT) = ok > (<)oi”.

Proof: We first argue v < 7 = o} < aﬁf. Suppose alternatively that o > O’ﬁi_; then
v4 = 0 in any best response. Supporting such an equilibrium requires that a low-ability
incumbent who receives signal B have a strict electoral incentive to choose A; it is easily

verified that this in turn requires both that v < 1 (so 0 < 05 "), and also that p* > p? (so
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¢4 (0%) > ¢P (o). Clearly we cannot have v < psince then o5 < 047 so suppose instead

that 7 € (,7]. Then we have 0% = 04*, ¢* (0}) = ¢ (o)) < ¢! (047) = ¢2 (047) =
¢ (o}) and ¢7 (03) = % (o3) > ¢F (o A+) = ¢Z (o%). But by the definition of 5 we have
o% (o%) > ¢ (o) implying ¢” (o3,) > ¢* (0},), a contradiction.

We next argue v < v — o < af:. By the definition of 7 we have we have ¢4 (o) <
¢% (o) Yo so agjr < of~. Thus ¢qa (af:) < o4 (Uf:) = ¢f (af’) = ¢P (JA{B’). Now
consider a voter best response 0 to oy (af_) then in any best response, 12 =
1> pP = 0; but then A2 5(f) <0 < AL, s0 0y < 05 Alternatlvely, if ¢ < ¢ (0}7)

7)) =

~

then in any best response § we have p® = 1, and either have p* (if ¢4 (a i
¢t (o52) < ¢t (o52)) or pt =02 =0 (if ¢ (052) = 97 (652) < ¢ ((TA )); in either case
AL (0) < —(Pr(w=B|s=B)—Pr(w=A|s = B)) <0< A%, s0 again o}, < 0.

We next argue that v > 4 — o) < af:[ By the definition of 4 we have that
o4y < ot <ot and further by Lemma C.3 we have that of7 < op*. Hence ¢ (o) =
¢t (o) = o8 (O'A+) = ¢P (04T). We now consider a voter best response 0 to olt.
If ¢ > ¢4 (O‘ A +) = ¢P (0 A +) then the voter will replace the incumbent outright af-
ter either policy, so AL 4(0) = 0 < A2 ., implying o < of7. Alternatively, if ¢ <
o4 (O’A+) = ¢B (0A+) then the voter will pay attention after either pohcy, so A4 B(é) =
—(Pr(w=Bls=B)—Pr(w= A|s = B)) <0< A , again implying o}, < o5_.

We last argue that when v € [7,7] we have o}, > (<)o when ¢ > (< )(ﬁf (o B*) =
¢2 (o7F). Observe that by the definitions of 7 and 5 we have that o5+ < o < o4y <o
Hence ¢ ( A_) = ¢4 ( ) o8 7 ( ) B ( ) Now consider a voter best response 0
to bt If ¢ > ¢? (aff) =¢P (o Af) then the voter will retain the incumbent outright after
A and replace her after B, so A4 B(é) = 1> A2, implying o} > o§T. Alternatively, if
c< ¢ (crff) = ¢B (aff) then the voter will pay attention after either policy, so A% B(é) =
—(Pr(w=Bls=B)—Pr(w= A|s = B)) <0< A2, implying o} < 5. QED

Finally, we can characterize equilibrium in the asymmetric attention region; the following

expanded proposition encompasses Propositions 2 and 3 in the main text.

Proposition C.1. In an equilibrium of the rational attention model, the voter pays the same

level of attention after either policy (p* = pP) if and only if either:

o ¢ < min{¢?(0),p"(0)}, so that the voter pays full attention after both policies (p?* =

pB = 1) and the incumbent never panders

o ¢ > max{op?(ok),dP(0%)), so that the voter never pays attention after either policy

(p* = pB =0), and the incumbent panders to the same degree o as in the CHS model

12



Moreover, there exists some v € (u, i) at which ¢P (0) crosses ¢ (0), and another 7 €
(v, &) at which ¢B (o3 (7)) crosses ¢* (o (7)), such that

e if v <7 then the voter pays more attention after policy B
o if v > 7 then the voter pays more attention after policy A

o ifvyeE [1, ﬂ then the voter pays more attention after policy B (A) if
> (<) f (04F) = o2 (o17)

Proof We first argue that v < v < 7 — ¢&(0}) > ¢ (0},), implying p? > p*. By the
definition of 4 we have ¢¥ (05;) > ¢ (05;), and by Lemma C.4 we have o, € [0, o5~ ) which
— 68 (o}) > 64 (o). Thus 6% (o) = min {6% (07) 6% (07)} > 6 (o}) = & (o).

We next argue that v > 5 > v — ¢ (0f) > ¢ (0},), implying p* > p?. By Lemma
C.4 we have that o, € [0,057), and by Lemma C.3 we have 03" < o, . Hence ¢/ (05) >
o7 (03) = ¢P (o). Now if o > 04T then ¢ (o) = ¢ (0%) which yields the desired
property, whereas if 0% < 04T < o} then ¢* (0}) = ¢ (05) > ¢F (o) from the definition
of v, again yielding the desired property.

We last argue that if v E [7 ﬂ we have ¢ > (<) ¢? ( ) o4 ( ) — pB < (>)p
Observe that o% = 04", by the definitions of 7 and 4 we have o < ot < o, and also

4T < opt since < . Hence Vo € [0, JQJF] we have ¢A( ) = qu( ) and ¢* (o) = ¢% (o).
FlnallybyLemmaC 4 we have ¢ > ¢P (o1) — o3, > oiiT — ¢ (03) > 07 (03) = p* > pP
and ¢ < ¢ (1) — o3, < ot — ¢4 (0}) < @7 (03) = pP > p*. QED.

C.2.2 Equilibrium with Moderate-Quality Information

We now use the preceding to fully characterize equilibrium in the asymmetric atten-

tion attention region when a low-ability incumbent receives moderate-quality information.

Proposition 4 in the main text is a corollary of this more complete characterization.

Case 1. Suppose that ¢ € (min {QSA (0), } max {gbA ), ¢B (0 )}] Then by
Lemma C.1, there exists a truthful equilibrium
Case 2. Suppose that ¢ € (max {¢* (0),¢” (0)} ,max{¢*(c%),#%(c%)}). Then oy #0

and v € (#?, 1?). Then in any best response 0 to truthfulness we have 04 =1 > 8 = pA =
B — 0, implying A% 4(A) =1 > A2, so truthfulness is not a best response to 0.
Subcase 2.1: v € (i”,7). First, since ¢* (0) = ¢2 (o) < ¢ (0) for all ¢ € [0,0}]
(since oy = min {op", 04" }) by Lemma C.3 the condition reduces to ¢ € (¢5(0), ¢% (o%)).
Thus, there exists a well-defined cutpoint o%(c) € (0,0%); we argue that there exist an

equilibrium with 6z = 02 (c). First observe that since ¢ (o) < ¢¥ () Vo € [0, 0}, we have
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that 24 = 1 > p* = 0 is a best response after A. Next observe that since o2(c) < o} =

min {o4", op*}, 6B is a best-response to oP(c) < P =0. Since,

AL (PP =0:0) =1> ALy > AL p(pP =1;0) =Pr(w = Als = B),
there exists a best response 0 with partial attention p? € (0,1) after B and no attention
p4 = 0 after A that supports an equilibrium.

Subcase 2.2: v € (v7,7). By Lemma C.3 we have 0 < ot < olit < o4t so the
condition reduces to ¢ € (¢2(0), % (041)) where o4 = o%. Thus, there exists a well-
defined cutpoint min {c# (), 0¥ (c)} € (0,0%); we argue that there exists an equilibrium
with 6z = min {o% (c), 0 (¢) }.

If 6 = 0¥ (c) then ¢* (67 (c)) < ¢F (6¥(c)) = ¢ and 04 with 04 =1 > pA = 0 is
a best response after A. Next observe that since 0% (c) < o = min{o4*,05%}, 07 is a
best-response to o (¢) <= ¥ = 0. Since

AL (PP =0:0) =1> AL ;> AL 5(p” =1;0) =Pr(w=Als = B),
there exists a best response 6 with partial attention p? € (0,1) after B and no attention
p4 = 0 after A that supports an equilibrium.

If 65 = 0 (c) then ¢ (64 (c)) < ¢ (67 (c)) = ¢, and 0P with pP = #P = 0 is a best
response after A. Next, observe that since o4(c) < of = min {o/}" ot 0 is a best
response to 02(c) <= 04 = 1. Since

AL (P =0:0)=1> A%, > A2 ()" =1,0) =Pr(w = Als = B),
there exists a best response with partial attention p4 € (0,1) after A and no attention p = 0
after B that supports an equilibrium.

Subcase 2.3: v € (7,7%). By Lemma C.3 we have 0 < o4t < off < ot so the
condition reduces to ¢ € (qu( ) QSA( )) where 04" = o&. Thus, there exists a well-
defined cutpoint 02 (c) € (0, 0%); we argue that there exist an equilibrium with 6 = o(c).
First observe that since ¢ (o) < ¢# (o) Vo € [0, 0%] where o = 04T, we have p% = pF =0
is a best response after B. Next observe that since 04(c) < 0% = min {4t 05"}, 0 is a

best-response to 02(c) <= 4 = 1. Since,
AL (P =0:0)=1> A%, > AL ()" =1,0) =Pr(w = Als = B),
there exists a best response 0 with partial attention p* € (0,1) after A and no attention

B = 0 after B that supports an equilibrium. QED

C.2.3 Equilibrium with Poor-Quality Information
We last fully characterize equilibria in the asymmetric attention attention region when
a low-ability incumbent receives poor-quality information (¢ € (m,7)). Proposition 5 is a

corollary of this more complete characterization. Recall that ¢ < § <= A%, < Pr(w =
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Als = B) and ¢ € (min {¢” (0),¢” (0)} ,max {¢” (o), ¢” (6})}) There are several cases.

CASE 1: v € (0,7). We begin by arguing that (i) min {¢* (0),¢" (0)} = ¢ (0) and (ii)

max {¢* (o)), 97 (o)} = ¢” (o} ), so that the asymmetrlc attention condition reduces to

ce (¢2(0),9" (oy))
First observe that v < i — ¢2 (0) < ¢4 (0). Second recall from Lemma B.1 that ¢# (0) <
¢Z (0). Third recall that v < v — ¢ (0) < ¢¥ (0) Vo € [0,1]. These immediately yield
(i), as well as (ii) when v < i so that o} = 0. Finally, whenever v € (i, i) we have
PP (on) = ¢% (ox) and ¢” (o)) = ¢2 (o)) which again yields (ii).
We now argue that there exists a pandering equilibrium at
6r = min{o?(c),0%(c), 041}

To do so observe that v < g — Jﬁf € (0,1) and JE: is constant in v. We now examine
three exhaustive and mutually exclusive conditions on the cost of attention c.

Subcase 1.1 (High Attention). ¢ € (¢#(0),¢? (min{oy*,05°})). It is easily
verified that 0 < 0 (¢) < min {c? (c), 04"} so 6 = 04 (c). Clearly, any 04 s.t. o4
a best response to o (¢). Next we have ¢ = ¢# (07 (¢)) and ¢ (04 (c)) < ¢” (0 (c)) and
92 (02 (c)) < ¢% (02 (c)), so any 0B that is a best response to o (¢) must have p& = 1. So

AL (" =0:0) = Pr(w=A|s=B)>A%,>A" (" =1,0)
= —(Pr(w=B|s=B)—Pr(w=A|s=DB)),

=1is

and there exists a best response to o (¢) with partial attention p* € (0,1) and a favorable
posture 4 = 1 after A, and full attention p? = 1 after B.

Subcase 1.2 (Medium Attention). ¢ € (¢ (min {o4", 05" }), 0" (mm {o4t,0i"})).

We first argue that for this case to hold, v must be such that ¢4 < o§~. First recall
that by Lemma C.3 that ¢Z (¢) > ¢2 (o) Vo when v < 7, which — op Bt < op”. Next, if
instead we had 0§~ < 4T then the interval would reduce to (gbA (7). 9P (¢52)) which
is empty. Concluding, this case may be simplified to o A+ < o8 4 and

c€ (¢ (047) 0" (047)).

It is easily verified that o4+ < min {oZ (c), 04 (¢)} so 65 = o4™.

Now clearly any 64 with p4 =0 is a best response to aﬁf, and any 658 with pP=1lisa
best response to o A+ Thus, we have that

AL (04 =1;0)=Pr(w=Als=B) > A%, > A (0" =0;0) = —Pr(w = B|s = B),

and there exists a best response to o 4T with no attention p* = 0 and a mixed posture
)4 € (0,1) after A, and full attention p? = 1 after B.

Subcase 1.3 (Low Attention). ¢ € (¢ (min {c4*,0%4"}), 6% (o%)).
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We first argue that this case may be simplified to v < @ and
cE (qzﬁ (mln {O'A o~ }) (max {O'B+,O}))

To see this, first observe that when v = pu we have i = o4 = ob%, so ¢” (o}) =
o8 (o) > ¢ (o}) (from p < 7) implying oot = o4 < o=, Next since of" is in-

creasing in -, 0j2+ is decreasing in 7, and af‘ is constant in v (by Lemma C.3), w

have that 0':2+ < of~ for v € [u,7] and 05+ < 0%~ for v < p. Consequently, the
condition reduces to ¢ € (¢F (04F),¢P (04")) when v € [u,7) (which is empty) and
¢ € (¢ (min{o4", 04" }), ¢f (max {op,0})) when v < p, which is always nonempty
since ¢” (o) is decreasing in o and 05" < min {UA+ aﬁ_}

Next, it is easily verified that 0 < 0% (c) < 04+ < 02 (c) s0 6z = 0P (¢). Clearly, any
67 such that ” = 1 is a best response to o (). Next, ¢ (o7 (c)) = ¢ (67 (c)) (by
oP(c) < aﬁ+), which is < ¢Z (o2 (¢)) (by 02 (c) < oj2) which is = ¢, so 04 is a best
response to o (c) i.f.f. 4 =1 > p4 = 0. Thus, we have that:

AL (PP =1;0) =Pr(w=Als = B) > AL > AL (5" = 0;0) =0,

so there exists a best response to o (¢) with partial attention p? € (0,1) and a favorable

posture 08 = 1 after B, and no attention p* = 0 with a favorable posture 4 = 1 after A.

CASE 2: v € b, 7]. We begin by recalling useful observations from Lemma C.3: (i)
p<7vy<~v—oy=max{0,04 } < op; and also ¢" (0) = ¢% (o) Vo € [0,0%], (ii)
opns € (0,0%), and (iii) ¢7 (0) > ¢% (0) (and so o5F € (0,1)). Combining these observations

yields that the cost condition reduces to

c € (97 (0),0F (a3))-

From these properties it is also easily verified that 0 < O’B <9 B+ < 0 ;< ¢§;

We now argue that there exists a pandering equlhbrlum at

6r = min {max {o? (¢),0% (¢)}, o4t 1.

To do we examine three exhaustive mutually exclusive conditions on the cost.

Subcase 2.1 (High attention favoring A): ¢ € ((bf( ), 08 (057))

It is easily verified that o (c) < 0¥ (c) < o At < ¢BT: we argue that there exists an
equilibrium with oz = Jf (c¢). Using this we have that 64 is a best response after A i.f.f.

vy =p2=1and 0B is a best response after B i.f.f. g = 0. Thus, we have that:
AL ()P =0,0) = Pr(w=Als=DB)>A% ;> A% (pP =1,0)
= —(Pr(w=B|s=B)—Pr(w=A|s=DB)),
so there exists a best response to o2 (¢) with partial attention p¥ € (0,1) and an adversarial

posture 2 = 0 after B, and full attention p* = 1 after A.
Subcase 2.2 (High attention favoring B): ¢ € (¢” (CTB+) o4 ( )
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It is easily verified that o (c) < o/ (¢) < o4™; we argue that there exists an equilibrium
with 65 = 0 (¢). Using this we have that §* is a best response after A i.ff. 74, =1 and 67

is a best response after B i.f.f. 5 =0 < pgp = 1. Thus, we have:

~

A2 ()" =0;0) = Prw=Als=B)>A% ;> A% ()" =1:0)
= —(Pr(w=B|s=B)—Pr(w=A4|s=B)),
and there exists a best response to o (¢) with partial attention p* € (0,1) and a favorable
posture 4 = 1 after A, and full attention p? = 1 after B.

Subcase 2.3 (Medium attentlon) c € (¢ (o4T), 0% (o47))

It is easily verified that o (c) < 0/ < 04 (c); we argue that there exists an equilibrium
with 6 = aﬁf. Using this we have that 64 is a best response after A i.f.f. py = 0 and that
every 6B that is a best response after B satisfies p” = 1. Thus, we have that

AL (0" =1;0)=Pr(w=Als=B) > A% , > A (0" =0;0) = —Pr(w = B|s = B),
and there exists a best response to aﬁf
)4 € (0,1) after A, and full attention p® = 1 after B.

with no attention p* = 0 and a mixed posture

CASE 3: v € (7,1]. We begin by recalling useful observations from Lemma C.3: (i) pu <
3 <y — oy =max{0,04; } <oh, (i) ¢* (0) = ¢% (0) Vo € [0,0%], (ili) ¢F () < gbA( )
for o € [0,0%], and (iv) ¢4 (0) > ¢Z(0) (and so ot € (0,1)), and (v) 0 < ot < oh.
Combining these observation yields that the cost condition reduces to ¢ € (¢ (0), ¢ (o))
From these properties it is also easily verified that o A+ < ch+ < O'§+ We now argue that
there exists a pandering equilibrium at 6z = min {U 2 (c), o4 A } To do we examine two
exhaustive and mutually exclusive conditions on the cost c.

Subcase 3.1 (High attention): c € (¢7 (0),¢% (¢51))

It is straightforward that o2 (c) < o4'(c); we argue that there exists an equilibrium with
6r = 08(c). Since oZ(c) < op
if and only if 7 = 0. Next we argue that ¢ < min{gbﬁ (Uf(c)) N (af(c))} so that
in any best response 64 to o2(c) we must have p* = 1. To see this, observe that (a)
v >75 = ¢Z(0) < ¢ (0) > Vo € [0,1] (by Lemma C.3) so ¢ = ¢& (6% (c)) < ¢2 (¥ (¢)),
and (b) ¢ = ¢ (af (c)) < ¥ (UB+) < of (O'B+) < ¢ (0+ (¢ )) Thus, we have that:

A2 (P =00) = Prw=Als=B)>A% ;> A2 (% =1,0)

= —(Pr(w=B|s=B)—-Pr(w=A|s=B)),

T < opt we have that 0P is a best response to a(c)

so there exists a best response to o2 (¢) with partial attention ¥ € (0,1) and an adversarial
posture 0¥ = 0 after B, and full attention p* = 1 after A.
Subcase 3.2 (Low attention): c € (¢4 (o51), ¢4 (047))

It is easy to see that o4(c) < 02 (c); we argue there exists an equilibrium with 6z = o4 (c).
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Since 0¢(c) € (04*, 051), we have that 04 is a best response to o4 (c) if and only if 04 =

0.
Next, since 04'(c) < ot < op, we have that ¢ = ¢/ (04 (c)) > ¢% (o (¢)) = ¢® (04 (¢)),
so that 62 is a best response to o4 (¢) if and only if ¥ = pP = 0. Thus, we have:

AL (P =10)=Pr(w=Als=B) > A, > AL ()" =0;0) =0,

A+ A+

so there exists a best response to 04! (¢) with partial attention p* € (0,1) and an adversarial

posture o4 = 0 after A, and no attention p® = 0 and an adversarial posture o = 0 after B.

D Voter Welfare

In this Appendix we prove results about welfare, beginning with an accessory Lemma.

Lemma D.1. The voter’s equilibrium utility difference between the rational attention and

CHS models may be written as
UF—UY = Pr(y=A) max{¢! —c 0} +Pr(y=B) max{¢? —¢,0}
—(I=p)(g—7) (0 —ox), wheres=—ify<pands=+ify>p

All quantities are evaluated with respect to oy unless explicitly indicated otherwise.

Proof First observe that the voter’s first period voter expected utility in either model is
A4 (1—p) <7T(q +(1—q)o*)+(1—m)g(l— 0*)) , where ¢* is the equilibrium pandering level.
Taking the difference between the two models and simplifying yields —(1—p)(¢—7) (0 —0oX)

Next, the first two terms represent the expected second period benefit of paying attention.
Let bt and Y denote the probability that the second-period officeholder is high-ability. For
general value of h, the second period expected benefit is §(h + (1 — h)q); thus, the second

period net benefit (excluding the cost of attention) in the rational attention model is
O(h" + (1= h)q) = 6(h™ + (1 = h™)q) = 6(1 — q)(h" — h™)

Now we need to calculate §(1 — ¢)(hft — h"V). There are several cases to consider.

High Attention (p* > 0 Vx): If attention is at least sometimes acquired after either pol-
icy then ¢* = min{¢”,¢%} > ¢ V. In the rational attention model expected utility can

therefore be calculated “as if” the voter was always pays attention, so
h'* = Pr(y = A)(Pr(w = Aly = A)us + Pr(w = Bly = A)7)+
Pr(y = B)(Pr(w = Bly = B)ug + Pr(w = Aly = B))
As for hY there are two cases:

(v < w): In the CHS equilibrium v* > 0 Vz, so expected utility can be calculated “as if” the

incumbent is always reelected and
WY = p=Pr(y = A)(Pr(w = Aly = A)pj + Pr(w = Bly = A)uf)+
Pr(y = B)(Pr(w = Bly = B)u, + Pr(w = Aly = B)ug),
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where the quantities in the decomposition that depend on the incumbent’s strategy are
calculated using the equilibrium pandering level o, in the rational attention model. Therefore

the anticipated net benefit of attention is:
0(1 = ) (" = 1Y) — ¢ = Pr(y = A)(6(1 — q) Pr(w = Bly = A)(y — p3) — o)+
Pr(y = B)(6(1 = q) Pr(w = Aly = B)(v - uj5) — ©)
= Pr(y = A)(¢" — ) + Pr(y = B)(¢F — )
(v > p): In the CHS equilibrium »* < 1 Vx, so expected utility may be calculated "as if”

the incumbent is never reelected, and
WY =~ =Pr(y = A)(Pr(w = Aly = A)y + Pr(w = Bly = A)y)+
Pr(y = B)(Pr(w = Bly = B)y + Pr(w = Aly = B)y),
where again the quantities in the decomposition are calculated using o}. Therefore the

anticipated net benefit of information is:
(1 = q)(h™ = 1Y) — ¢ = Pr(y = A)(6(1 — q) Pr(w = Aly = A) (4 —7) — )+
Pr(y = B)(6(1 — q) Pr(w = Bly = B)(ug —7) —¢) =
Pr(y = A) (¢4 — ¢) + Pr(y = B)(¢ — ¢)

Medium Attention (p* =1 > p* =0 Vz): In the rational attention model the voter always
pays attention after B but never after A and is indifferent between incumbent and challenger.
(v < w): We can calculate expected utility in the rational attention model as if the voter

never acquires information and always retains the incumbent after policy A, so
BR = Pr(y = A)(Pr(w = Aly = A+ Pr(w = Bly = A+
Pr(y = B)(Pr(w = Bly = B)ug + Pr(w = Aly = B))
and the overall second period net benefit of information is
0(1 = q)(h" = h") = P(y = B)e = Pr(y = B)(d(1 — q) Pr(w = Aly = B)(y — p3) — ¢)
=Pr(y = B)(¢? — ¢)
(v > pn): We can calculate expected utility in the rational attention model as if the voter

never pays attention and always replaces the incumbent after policy A, so
hft = Pr(y = A)(Pr(w = Aly = A)y + Pr(w = Bly = A)y)+
Pr(y = B)(Pr(w = Bly = B)ug + Pr(w = Aly = B))
and the overall second period net benefit of information is
0(1 = q) (" = 1Y) = P(y = B)e = Pr(y = B)((1 — q) Pr(w = Aly = B)(ug —7) — ¢
= Pr(y = B)(¢] — ¢)

Observe that in this case, for Rational attention model we have ¢ = min{¢?, ¢4} < c.
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Low Attention (p* < 1 V) In the rational attention equilibrium the voter at least sometimes
chooses not to pay attention after either policy. It is also easily verified that in low attention
regions we have v* > 0 Vz if the incumbent is strong (y < p) and v* < 1 Vz if the incumbent
is weak (7 > p). Hence, expected utility in the rational attention model can be calculated as
if the voter never pays attention, always retains a strong incumbent, and never retains a weak
incumbent. In the CHS model expected utility can also be calculated as if the voter always
retains a strong incumbent and never retains a weak incumbent, so there is no anticipated
net benefit of attention. Further in the RA model we have ¢* = min{¢”, ¢% } < ¢ Vz. QED

Proof of Lemma D.1 and Proposition 6 We prove the following expanded version of

the proposition.

Proposition D.1. When a low-ability incumbent receives moderate-quality information, the
voter is always weakly better off in the rational attention model, and strictly better off i.f.f.
she pays some attention in equilibrium (3x € {A, B} s.t. p* > 0).

When a low-ability incumbent receives poor-quality information, there is a unique cost
cutpoint ¢(y) such that that the voter is strictly worse off in the rational attention model i.f.f.
¢ € (¢(y), max{¢*(o%), 6" (03)}). If v < p then é(y) € (¢2(0), max{¢? (o), ¢2(047)});
7 € (3, then é(y) € (6(0), 6(01)); otherwise &(7) = max{9*(o%), 67 (o).

Proof (Moderate-quality information) We have o, < o, so

UF—UY = Pr(y=A) max{¢) —c,0} +Pr(y = B) -max {¢” —c,0}

>0 >0

—(1—p)(qg—7) (0 —oy) >0
—— —— —— ——
>0 >0 <0

When the voter pays attention after at least one policy, 05 < oy so the third term becomes
strictly positive and rational attention strictly increases the expected utility of the voter.
Alternatively, when the voter never pays attention, o}, = o} and the entire equals 0.

(Poor-quality information) We explicitly consider v < p; the case of v € (3,42) is
shown with symmetric but slightly simplified arguments, and for the remaining cases it is
straightforward to verify that o < o} so the voter is at least weakly better off in the RA
model.

If ¢ > ¢B(o%) the voter never pays attention, equilibrium of the two models is identical,
and so the voter’s utility is the same in both models.

If ¢ < ¢*(0) the incumbent is truthful in both models, so there is no accountability cost.
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From the equilibrium characterization we generically have p* =1 = ¢ — ¢ > 0 Vz, so
Uf—UY = Pr(y=A) max{¢? —c,0} +Pr(y = B) -max{¢” —¢,0}

>0 >0

—(1=p)(g—m) (0 —oy) >0
—
>0 >0 =0
and the voter is strictly better off in the rational attention model.
If ¢ € (max{¢®(c57), ¢P(047)}, ¢P(0%)) it is easily verified from the equilibrium char-

acterization that o3 > o} (either 0% > 0 = o} or 0} > 0b = ok). Thus, the account-

ability cost is strictly positive. Moreover, from construction of the equilibrium we have
Pt <1— ¢*(og) —c<0and ¢*(c}) = ¢* (o) Vo so
Uf—UyY = Pr(y=A) max{¢? —c,0} +Pr(y = B) -max {¢” — ¢,0}
N ~- S ~- L
—(L=p)(g—m) (0} —oy) <O0.

—— —— ————
>0 >0 >0

Finally, if ¢ € (¢(0), max{¢?(c5"), $5(c47)}) we show there is a unique cost cutoff &(7)

by showing U} — U is strictly decreasing in c. First, 0% = min{o*, o0/} where ¢4 (0*) = c.

Since ¢ is increasing in o we have ¢ (0%) < c¢. Moreover o is weakly increasing in ¢ and
¢ is strictly decreasing in o, Pr(y = B) is strictly decreasing in o and therefore it is weakly

decreasing in ¢ (o} is weakly increasing in ¢). Overall, when ¢ increases:

¢§ - c 70
~— —~

strictly increasing

UF—U) = Pr(y=A) max{¢? —c,0}+ Pr(y=B) -max

~ Vo
=0 weakly decreasing weakly decreasing

~
weakly decreasing

—(1=p)(g—7) (0k —oy)
——— N N———
>0 >0 weakly increasing

It is then straightforward that U — U{ is weakly decreasing in c. To see Uff — U} is
also strictly decreasing in ¢, first observe that if o} is not constant in c¢ then it is strictly
increasing, so the third term is strictly decreasing. Conversely, if o7, is constant in ¢ then
c € (¢2(04;), #5(04;)), the equilibrium of the rational attention model satisfies of = o/{"

and ¢ < ¢B (o, = aﬁ;), so the second term is strictly decreasing in c¢. QED
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