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Abstract

We analyze positive and negative campaigning in primary and general elections. Posi-
tive campaigning builds a candidate’s reputation, while negative campaigning damages
a rival’s. We provide explanations for why general campaigns are more negative: in
the general election, winning primary candidates benefit only from positive primary
campaigning; and negative campaigning by a primary loser impairs his intra-party ri-
val’s chances. We derive how the relative strengths of candidates interact with the
campaigning technology to affect the composition of campaigns. In a primary con-
test between a strong and weak challenger, the strong challenger’s campaign is largely
negative, while his weak opponent’s is largely positive. In contrast, if challengers are
similar, improving one challenger’s reputation causes his primary rival to campaign
more aggressively, but the effect on the better challenger’s own primary campaigning

hinges on the strength of the general election opponent.
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1 Introduction

The literature on political campaigning has highlighted the extent to which negative cam-
paigning has come to dominate the political debate between candidates prior to an election,
and the consequences for electoral outcomes. For example, in 2012, 85 percent of the $404
million spent by President Obama on advertising was negative in nature, while challenger
Mitt Romney devoted 91 percent of his $492 million budget to negative ads.! What has
received vastly less attention are the sharp differences in the natures of campaigning in pri-
mary versus general elections. In particular, campaigning is far less negative in primaries,
especially when a primary winner faces an established incumbent candidate, and primary un-
derdogs run more positive campaigns than front runners (Peterson and Djupe 2005). For ex-
ample, in the 2004 Democratic presidential primary, only 38% of ads were negative, whereas
in the general election 61% were (CMAG); and, by mid-February in the 2012 Republican pri-
mary, the strong favorite Mitt Romney ran 93% more negative ads than positive ads, while
Gingrich, Paul and Santorum collectively ran 27% more positive ads than negative ones.?

We build a model that delivers these patterns in positive and negative campaigning.
We consider a setting in which two challengers compete against each other in a primary,
with the winner advancing to face an established incumbent from the opposing party in a
general election.® Candidates only care about who wins the general election. Obviously, a
challenging candidate hopes to win the general election; but failing that, he prefers that his
party primary opponent win; and his least preferred outcome is for the incumbent to be
re-elected. The incumbent seeks to be re-elected.

In addition to his preferences over who wins the general election, a candidate is de-
scribed by his initial reputational stock, and a resource budget. Each candidate can devote
his resources both to developing his own reputational stock via positive campaigning and to
damaging an opponent’s reputational stock via negative campaigning. Election outcomes are
determined by a contest success function, where the probability a candidate wins depends

on his post-campaigning reputational stock and that of his opponent.* A candidate chooses

Kantar Media’s Campaign Media Analysis Group (CMAG).

Zhttp://www.washingtonpost.com /politics /study-negative-campaign-ads-much-more-frequent-vicious-
than-in-primaries-past/2012/02/14/gIQART7ifPR _story.html

3The “incumbent” could alternatively be a winner of a primary for the opposing party.

4Contest functions have been used to model positive and negative campaigning in a static two candidate



how extensively to campaign in each election, and the positive and negative composition of
that campaign. We allow negative and positive campaigning to have different impacts on
reputations—the preponderance of negative ads suggest that it is easier to damage a repu-
tation than to build one up. We also allow the effects of primary campaigning on a winning
challenger’s reputation to decay prior to a general election—between elections, voters may
forget some of a primary campaign, and the moderate voters who determine the general
election winner may also pay less attention to primary campaigns than party partisans.

We first analyze general election campaigns. In the general election, campaigning choices
only reflect their relative effectiveness in influencing who wins the election. As a result, in the
general election, a candidate with sufficient resources equates marginal benefits by allocating
more resources to negative campaigning than to positive campaigning; and a candidate with
very limited resources only campaigns negatively.

In contrast, as long as the effects of primary campaigning do not fully decay prior to
the general election, a challenger campaigns relatively more positively (less negatively) in
a primary than in a general election—a greater share of primary expenditures is devoted
toward positive campaigning. Most starkly, we prove that when there is no decay in the
effects of primary campaigning on general election outcomes and primary candidates are
ex-ante symmetric (identical reputations, resources and preferences), primaries feature more
positive campaigning than negative—the exact opposite of general elections.

The heightened focus by challengers on positive campaigning in primaries reflects two
forces. First, when a candidate wins a primary election, the benefits of positive primary
campaigning enhance his reputational stock in the general election. In contrast, a candidate
benefits from a negative primary campaign only to the extent that it raises his chance of
winning the primary, giving him the opportunity to compete in the general election. Second,
when a candidate loses a primary, a positive primary campaign does not tar a primary oppo-
nent in the general election, but a negative campaign does. That is, when a candidate loses
the primary, any negative campaigning damages his primary rival’s reputation, reducing the
probability that he wins the general election. Since challengers want the incumbent to lose
the general election regardless of who wins the primary, this force causes them to reduce

negative campaigning in primaries. Thus, our theory reconciles the empirical observation

game (Soubeyran 2009).



that primary campaigns are less negative than general campaigns.

The shift away from negative campaigning in a primary when more of the effects of
primary campaigning persist to the general election may lead to a conjecture that reduced
decay must raise the probability that the primary winner defeats the incumbent. In fact,
this need not be so. When negative campaigning is only slightly more effective than positive
campaigning, reduced decay also causes challengers to increase primary spending; and when
decay is substantial, the reduced resources a primary winner has for the general election can
swamp the gains from reduced negative primary campaigning in determining general election
outcomes. As a result, the probability the incumbent loses can be a hump-shaped function
of the extent to which the effects of primary campaigning carry over to the general election.

How challengers campaign in a primary hinge on the strength of their general election
opponent. If a primary winner will face a well-regarded incumbent who has extensive re-
sources, a bruising primary battle would weaken both challengers, making them unlikely
to win the general election. As a result, we predict that when an incumbent is stronger,
primary campaigns are more limited and less negative. Conversely, if the challengers have
good reputations and extensive resources, or the incumbent is weak and scandal-ridden, the
primary winner is likely to win the general election. This causes the challengers to shift
their focus toward improving their own chances of getting elected, encouraging them to in-
crease primary spending and to shift the composition toward negative campaigning. Thus,
paradoxically, we predict that higher quality primary challengers engage in more negative
primary campaigning. These predictions can reconcile Peterson and Djupe’s (2005) findings
that (a) the greater are per capita primary expenditures, the more negative is the composi-
tion of that spending; (b) open seat primaries for a dominant party (weaker general election
candidate, typically stronger primary candidates) are more negative, and (c¢) having more
high quality primary candidates leads to more negative primary campaigns.

We conclude our analysis by showing how differences between challengers affect how
they campaign against each other. Perhaps counter-intuitively, when challengers are similar,
increasing one challenger’s resources encourages both challengers to become more negative
and spend more in the primary, as long as each cares enough more about personally win-
ning rather than just defeating the incumbent. The effect on challenger i of giving him a

little more resources than his intra-party rival is straightforward—he campaigns more ag-



gressively in the primary both because he has more to spend, and because he will be the
party’s stronger candidate in the general election. The effect on his primary rival j is less
clear: (1) challenger i is now more likely to defeat the incumbent in the general election,
but (2) j wants to win personally. As long challengers care enough more about personally
winning and the challengers have almost equal chances, the latter effect dominates, so that
when his rival grows stronger, the weaker challenger also increases his primary campaigning.

For identical reasons, increasing one challenger’s reputation causes his intra-party rival
to campaign more aggressively in the primary, when they are similarly situated. However,
paradoxically, improving ¢’s reputation causes him to reduce both positive and negative pri-
mary campaigning whenever the incumbent is strong. This is because i’s better reputation
helps him in the primary, encouraging him to conserve resources to raise his chances of de-
feating the strong incumbent in the general election. Improving i’s reputation only causes
him to campaign more aggressively in the primary when he faces a weak incumbent (with a
poor reputation or limited resources).”

The effects of increased asymmetries between challengers are very different when one
challenger is far stronger than the other: making a strong challenger even stronger causes
his intra-party rival to reduce primary campaigning, especially his negative campaigning. A
very weak rival internalizes that his stronger primary opponent is much more likely than he
to win the general election, that negative primary campaigning reduces that probability, and
that greater primary campaigning reduces his own low chance of winning the general election.
As a result, a desire for the party’s nominee to defeat the incumbent causes the far weaker
primary rival to reduce primary spending, and to campaign more positively. This, in turn,
induces the stronger challenger to reduce his primary campaigning, as his primary rival’s less
aggressive campaign reinforces his already extensive advantage. The stronger challenger still
spends far more, and is far more negative than his weaker rival in order to ensure victory.

The opposing nature of the predictions concerning campaigning in primary versus gen-
eral elections when one candidate is far stronger than the other is sharp. In general elections,
candidates with more resources, devote greater shares to positive campaigning; and an es-

pecially weak challenger only campaigns negatively against an incumbent. In contrast, in

5The opposing “incumbent” could also be the winner of the opposing party’s primary—such an
“incumbent” could be weak if he has limited resources, or a low initial reputation.



primaries, a strong candidate campaigns more negatively than a weak candidate; and es-
pecially weak candidate’s campaign may be entirely positive. Thus, our model delivers the
pattern of primary campaigning in Republican presidential primaries—in 2012, Romney had
a stronger reputation and far more resources, and hence he spent far more, and was far more
negative than his primary rivals; so, too, in the 2000 South Carolina primary, the weaker
primary candidate, John McCain, decided against “battling negative with negative...[in re-
sponse to] the sheer volume of [Bush’s] negative assaults.”® It is also consistent with the
Peterson and Djupe’s finding that, in primaries, incumbents face less negative campaigning
from their (typically weaker) primary opponents.

The literature on positive and negative campaigns dates back to Skaperdas and Groffman
(1995) and Harrington and Hess (1996). Skaperdas and Groffman (1995) predict that in two
candidate elections, the front-runner engages in more positive and less negative campaigning
than his opponent; and in three-candidate contests, no candidate engages in negative cam-
paigning against the weakest opponent, so that to the extent there is negative campaigning,
it is either directed against the front-runner or it comes from the front-runner himself. Har-
rington and Hess (1996) explore negative and positive campaigning in a spatial setting in
which (a) agents begin with initial locations but can engage in costly relocation, and (b) an
agent’s relocation is affected by her rival’s actions as well. They predict that a candidate
who is perceived as having less attractive personal attributes runs a more negative campaign.

Chakrabarti (2007) extends Harrington and Hess (1995) by introducing a valence dimen-
sion that captures personal traits such as integrity. Candidates can now influence both ideo-
logical and valance factors via negative advertising: ideological spending shifts an opponent’s
policy position away from the median and valence spending reduces the opponent’s valence
index. Candidates campaign more negatively on the issue in which they have an advantage.

Polborn and Yi (2006) develop a model of negative and positive campaigning wherein
each candidate can reveal a (good) attribute about himself, or a (bad) attribute about a
competitor, and voters update rationally about the information that is not transmitted.
They predict that positive and negative campaigning are equally likely.

Brueckner and Kangoh (2013) explore negative campaigning in a probabilistic voting

Swww.nytimes.com/2000/02/16 /us/the-2000-campaigh-the-arizona-senator-mccain-catches-mud-then-

parades-it.html.



model, wherein individual vote outcomes are stochastic due to the presence of a random,
idiosyncratic valence effect along with other shocks that affect all voters in common. A
relatively centrist candidates campaign more negatively than a relatively extreme candidate.

Peterson and Djupe (2005) empirically study the timing and the electoral context in
which primary races are likely to become negative. Using a content analysis of newspaper
coverage of contested Senate primaries, they find that negativity is an interdependent func-
tion of the timing during the race, the status of the Senate seat (whether the seat is open,
whether the incumbent is in the primary, etc.), and the number and quality of the challengers
in the primary (based on whether challengers previously held office).

Our paper relates more broadly to the literature on contests in which contestants exert
both positive and negative efforts. In a work-place setting, Lazear (1989) argues that inter-
actions between workers, whether it be cooperation or sabotage, affect the productivity of
co-workers, making the firm’s organization and its structure of relative compensation impor-
tant. He argues that when rewards are based on relative comparisons, wage compression that
leads to more equitable pay may reduce uncooperative behavior, but it may also act as a dis-
incentive for better workers. Konrad (2000) explores the interaction of standard rent-seeking
efforts that improve a contestant’s own performance and sabotage efforts that reduce a rival’s
performance in lobbying contests. He argues that since sabotage against a group results in a
positive externality for all other groups, greater numbers of lobbying groups make sabotage
less attractive. Krakel (2005) analyzes two-stage, two-person tournaments in which each
player can first help or sabotage a rival; and then players choose efforts. Helping or sabotag-
ing a co-player affects both (1) the likelihood of winning and (2) equilibrium effort and, hence,
effort costs. If effort costs dominate the likelihood effect on actions, asymmetric equilibria
exist in which one player helps his opponent, and the other sabotages. Soubeyran (2009) pro-
poses a general model of two player contests with two types of effort—attack and defense—
and provides sufficient conditions for the existence and uniqueness of a symmetric Nash equi-
librium. He then analyzes the effect of attack, i.e., negative campaigning, on voter turnout,
and shows that it hinges on the distribution of voters’ sensitivity to defense and attack.

Our paper is structured as follows. We next present the model and central results.
Section 3 characterizes how the primitives of the environment affect outcomes. Section 4

concludes. Proofs are collected in an Appendix.



2 Model

There are three candidates, 7, j and I. Candidates ¢ and j belong to the same party, while
I belongs to a different party and is presently in office. Challengers ¢ and j first compete in
a primary election, with the winner advancing to face the incumbent [ in a general election.
Candidates only care about who wins the general election—challenger k € {i, j} receives a
payoft U, from winning and a payoft V} if his primary opponent wins the general election,
and a normalized payoff of 0 if the incumbent wins, where U, > V,, > 0. The incumbent
receives a positive payoff if he is re-elected, and none if he loses.

Electoral outcomes are determined by a contest, where the probability a candidate wins
rises with his reputation, and declines with his opponent’s reputation. Specifically, in a

primary election, if Z;, and Zjo are the candidates’ respective reputational stocks just prior

to the election, then candidate ¢ wins with probability ZioZ:iOZjo’ and candidate j wins with
residual probability. An analogous contest determines the winner of the general election.”

Candidate k € {i, j, I} starts out with an initial reputational stock of X}, and a resource
budget By;. A candidate can devote his resources both to developing his own reputational
stock via positive campaigning and to destroying his opponent’s reputational stock via neg-
ative campaigning. In the primary election, if candidate k € {i,j} invests pyo into positive
campaigning to boost his own reputation, and his intra-party rival k spends ng, on negatively
campaigning to reduce k’s reputation, then candidate k’s reputational stock in the primary
becomes Zyy = X, k%. Here o > 0 captures the sensitivity of a candidate’s reputational
stock to campaigning and p > 1 captures the greater effectiveness of negative campaigning
than positive campaigning on influencing candidate reputations. This structure allows us
to reconcile simultaneously the preponderance of negative campaigning in general elections,
and positive campaigning in primaries.

If candidate k£ wins the primary, he enters the general election with a reputational stock
of Ziy = X k%. Here, § € [0, 1] captures any decay in the effects of primary campaigns
on his reputation prior to a general election. A small 5, i.e., extensive decay, may reflect

that voters largely forget primary campaigns by the time of the general election, or that

primary campaigns appeal narrowly to party partisans, and the more moderate voters who

"Other papers using contest functions to model political competition include Klumpp and Polborn (2006)
and Soubeyran (2009). See Konrad and Kovenock (2009) for other settings with multi-contest models.



determine the general election outcome pay less attention to primary campaigns. The extent
of decay may vary with the electoral context. For example, only party partisans follow devel-
opments in their party primary campaigns for the House, but more voters follow presidential
primary campaigns. In the general election, challenger k’s final reputational stock is Zjo =
Zkl%, and the incumbent’s final reputational stock is Z;, = X;%, ke {ij}.
Challenger k’s total electoral resource constraint is Y-, (pre+nt) < By, where pgy, nge > 0.
Thus, when challenger k wins the primary, he has funds By — (pf,+n%,) = B at his disposal

in the general election. The incumbent’s resource constraint is p;; + npy < B; = Byy.

Without loss of generality, we write challenger k € {i,j}’s ex ante expected payoff as
7 = (MyPryy — Priy)Prio + Prig,

where M}, = g—: captures the relative payoff challenger k receives from personally winning the
general election versus having his primary rival win, and Pry; is the probability that k& wins
the primary (¢ = 0) or general (¢ = 1) election. When we compare how differences in chal-
lengers affect how they campaign, it eases characterizations to assume that M > 3, i.e., chal-
lengers strongly prefer personally winning the general election to having a primary rival win.®

We pose our analysis in a setting where two challengers face off in a primary with the
winner facing an incumbent in the general election. However, it follows directly that our
analysis describes equilibrium outcomes when, rather than facing an incumbent in the gen-
eral election, the two possibly heterogeneous challengers will face the winner of a primary in
the opposing party, and the other party’s candidates are symmetric in all regards. In this
setting, the challengers care only about the equilibrium reputational stock and resources of

their general election rival, and not about who wins the opposing party’s primary.

We begin by characterizing equilibrium campaigning in a general election.

Proposition 1. In equilibrium, in the general election, as long as candidate k € {i,j,1}

has sufficient resources at his disposal so that By, > %, then candidate k engages in both

8We also make the implicit premise that when one challenger is far stronger than his intra-party rival, the
weak rival cares enough about personally winning that he prefers to enter the primary, even though this means
that the incumbent is more likely to win re-election. Otherwise, the weaker rival would not enter the primary.



positive and negative campaigning, albeit allocating more resources to negative campaigning:
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If, instead, candidate k € {i,j, 1} has only modest funds at his disposal, Br; < p—;l, then k

only campaigns negatively, ny, = Br1 and pi; = 0.

The proof follows directly. The probability challenger k € 7, j defeats the incumbent is
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which, written as a function of what k£ controls in the general election, takes the form

a(l+ pr1)®

Pry, = ,
a1 pr) + b/(1+ prga)e

where a and b are positive constants (see the Appendix). Multiplying the numerator and

denominator by (1 + png1)®/b, and simplifying yields

al(1 + pr1)* (1 + prga )] /b
al(1 4 pr1)2 (1 + pnga )] /b+ 17

PTkl =

implying that challenger k maximizes (1+py1)*(1+pnz)® = [P Npa]® in the general election.

In the general election, only the relative effectiveness of each form of campaigning in
influencing election outcomes matters for how candidates allocate their resources. Because
p > 1 means that negative campaigning is more effective than positive campaigning—it is
easier to tear down a reputation than build one up—candidates spend more on negative
campaigns than positive ones, and whenever their resources are sufficiently limited, they
only negatively campaign. That is, especially weak/underfunded challengers only campaign
“against” an incumbent in the general election, and the greater are a candidate’s resources,
the greater is the share devoted to positive campaigning.

Proposition 2 establishes that candidates campaign relatively more positively in the

primary than in the general election.

Proposition 2. In equilibrium, provided candidate k € {i,j} devotes any resources to posi-
tive campaigning, he campaigns relatively more positively in the primary than in the general

election: nj, — pPro < Niqy — Di = ”;pl, where the inequality is strict unless = 0.
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As long as the effects of primary campaigns do not fully decay before the general elec-
tion, a candidate campaigns relatively more positively in the primary than in the general
election for two reasons: (1) there is a lingering beneficial effect of positive campaigning
in the primary on a challenger’s reputation in the general election, should he survive the
primary election; and (2) the adverse effects of negative campaigning in the primary against
a party rival also carry over to the general election, should the latter emerge from the pri-
mary victoriously. Both effects induce a challenger to allocate relatively more resources in a
primary toward positive campaigns, and away from negative campaigns.

In much of the analysis that follows we will assume that candidates have sufficient re-
sources, so that equilibrium is characterized by first-order conditions. We will also often

assume that challengers are symmetrically situated:

Assumption A1l (sufficient resources): Candidates have sufficient resources that they

devote positive resources to both positive and negative campaigning.

Assumption A2 (symmetry): Challengers i and j have identical reputations, X; = X;

X, resources, B; = Bj = B¢ and preferences, U; = Ui=Uc, V=V, = V.
We next characterize how primary campaigns are affected when more of the effects of

primary campaigning on reputations persist to the general election, i.e., when [ is larger.

Proposition 3. Under (A1) and (A2) there exists afBe (0,1], such that if p < B, marginal

increases in [3
1. Reduce negative campaigning in the primary election.

2. Increase positive campaigning in the primary as long as the resources B of challengers

are not too great.

3. Increase total primary campaigning expenditures when the effectiveness p of negative

campaigning is not too high.

That is, when the beneficial effects of primary campaigns persist more strongly, candi-
dates campaign relatively more positively and less negatively in the primary. Moreover, if

negative campaigning is not too much more effective than positive campaigning (i.e., p is

10



close enough to one), the end result is that the increase in positive campaigning exceeds the

decrease in negative campaigning, causing total primary campaigning expenditures to rise.
We next show that if enough of the effects of primary campaigning persist to the general

election, challengers campaign more positively than negatively in the primary, regardless of

the relative effectiveness of negative campaigning:

Proposition 4. Under (A1) and (A2) there exists a * € (0,1] such that if 5 > B*, then
Dro > Nig- That is, when enough of the effects of primary campaigns persist, challengers

campaign more positively than negatively in the primary.

Campaigning Lavels Probability of winning the general slactions
40 0.010 e
mms—smmm--asmmm===-—-- -
0.000 - -
oF ) o
L e )
- - - -total 0.008 - N
W' K
i * ¢
.
0.007 | \. .«‘
10 R
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 S 1 I I 1 L -S

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

Figure 1: Primary campaigning and probability that a challenger wins in the general election as a function
of the extent to which primary campaigning decays when challengers have limited resources. Parameters:
X1 =100, By = 200, X}, = 50, B, = 100, M}, = 10,p =2,a = 2,k € {i,j}.

The analytical characterizations in Propositions 3 and 4 only obtain when f is suffi-
ciently small or large. However, a numerical analysis indicates that these results extend to
intermediate levels of 3. That is, as more of the effects of primary campaigning persist to
affect general election reputations, positive campaigning in the primary rises while negative
campaigning falls. Consistent with Proposition 3, Figure 1 illustrates that when there is
nearly complete decay in effects of primary campaigning prior to the general election, to-
tal primary campaign expenditures rise with 3 reflecting the strategic complementarities in
campaigning. A surprising consequence is that as [ first rises from zero, the probability
a challenger actually wins the general election falls. That is, when challengers internalize
greater persistent effects of primary campaigning on general election outcomes, their prob-

ability of winning the general election first falls because they have less resources remaining

11



to devote to the general election, and the modest persistence in the effects of primary cam-
paigning means that little of those effects carry over. It is only when enough of the effects
of primary campaigning persist that the probability a challenger wins rises with further in-
creases in 8. Figure 1 illustrates a scenario where the incumbent is far stronger than the

challengers; but similar qualitative patterns hold when challengers are stronger.

3 Comparative statics

We next derive how the primitives describing the electoral environment affect campaigning
when challengers are almost symmetric, and  is small enough that primary campaigning has
modest effects on a candidate’s reputation in the general election. The latter may be expected
to hold in elections for the House or Senate where only party partisans follow developments
in their party primaries, but moderate voters follow general election campaigning closely.
We first note that when [ is close to zero, the direction of the impact of changes in
primitives is the same for n}, and p}, at an interior optimum, since nj, — pj, — % (save
possibly for a change in p). This means that one can derive the effect on the direction of

changes in n}; and p}; via the impact on the resource constraint, i.e., n}; and pj, decline if

and only if nj, (and hence pj,) rise. At an equilibrium (nj,, piy, 750, Pjo),

indirect effect via change in i’s actions

O*rt N 0%t dnig O*rt dpyo O*rt dpjo O*rt dnjo _0
898”10 8n1-02 do 8}?1‘087%0 do (?pjoanio do 3nj08ni0 do ’
direct effect of a change in 0 indirect effect via change in j’s actions

for # € X;, By, . Also, when challengers are symmetric, a change in their resources, prefer-

ences or reputations involves equal changes in both B;, Bj, or M;, Mj, or X, X ; so that

indirect effect via change in ¢’s actions

O O*rt O’ [dnyy  dng Pt dpio  dpio
+ + + + +
8@8”10 8«9]87110 @TLZ‘OQ d@z dé’J 8]?1087110 d@l dgj

direct effect of a change in 6;,0;

o*r dpjo dpjo O*rt dnjo dnjo
= 0.
* 8pj0877,i0 ( d@l * d9] + 871]'067%0 dQZ + d@a

indirect effect via change in j’s actions
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Lemma 1. Under (A1) and (A2) when B = 0, sign{%s0} = sz’gn{agz’:_o} and sign{ e +

dnio\ — on 27t A2t
db; } = signd 5950 aejanio}

The lemma states that the indirect effect of a change in a parameter on n}),pJ, in a
symmetric equilibrium, reinforces, or if in the opposite direction, is outweighed by the direct

effect. This means that we can derive the signs of changes in n, and p}, from the signs of the

. . . 82r o921t o2t .. . .
partial derivatives, 5050 and S0 T 90,0m70" alone. Proposition 5 derives the impacts of
changes in the challengers’ resources, reputations and preferences on primary campaigning

when challengers are symmetric.’

Proposition 5. Under (A0) and (A1), for all 8 sufficiently small,*®

1. Improving challenger reputations, X¢, causes challengers to increase both positive and
negative primary campaigning. Their campaigning expenditures in the general election

fall, but the probability they defeat the incumbent rises.

2. Greater challenger resources, Be, cause challengers to increase positive and negative

campaigning in both elections. The probability a challenger defeats the incumbent rises.

3. Increasing challenger payoffs, Uc, from winning office, or reducing payoffs, Ve, when
a party rival wins office, causes challengers to raise both positive and negative primary

campaigning. The probability that a challenger defeats the incumbent falls.

When challengers have better reputations, whoever wins the party primary is more likely
to defeat the incumbent. As a result, challengers campaign more aggressively in the primary.
Reinforcing the direct effect, when 7 campaigns more negatively in the primary, this causes
7 to campaign more negatively, too. This is both because ¢’s negative campaign reduces j’s
chances of winning (and j prefers to personally win); and, with less funds for the general
election, i’s chances of defeating the incumbent also fall, making j more worried i’s chances
of winning the general election if and when he defeats j in the primary.

Greater resources allow challengers to spend more in both elections, improving their

chances of winning both races. The effects of greater resources differ from those of better

9The analytical results in Propositions 56 extend if challengers are close enough to being identical.
10" An extensive numerical analysis suggests that the results in Propositions 5-7 hold regardless of the
extent of persistence 3 in the effects of primary campaigning on general election reputations.
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reputations: improving challenger reputations raises primary campaigning expenditures, but
reduces general election expenditures; in contrast, increased resources are spread across both
elections. This difference reflects the fungibility of campaign resources, but not reputations—
resources can be divided arbitrarily between campaigns, but reputations cannot.

Finally, increases in Mg = Ug/Ve mean that challengers care more about winning than
just about ousting the incumbent. As a result, the challengers campaign more aggressively

against each other, reducing the chances that their party’s nominee wins the general election.

Proposition 6. Under (A0) and (A1), for all sufficiently small B, increasing an incum-
bent’s resources, By, or improving his reputation, X, causes both challengers to reduce both
positive and negative campaigning in the primary. Their campaigning expenditures in the

general election rise, but the probability they defeat the stronger incumbent falls.

Facing a stronger incumbent, challengers reduce primary campaigning in order to save
more for the tougher general election. Further, the strategic complementarities in campaign-
ing mean that when ¢ spends less on campaigning in the primary, so does j. Again this
reflects that since i saves more funds for the general election, ¢ is more likely to defeat the

incumbent. As a result, j is less worried about losing the primary to 7.

Proposition 7. Under (A0) and (A1), for all sufficiently small 3, there exists a B;(B),
such that if and only if challenger resources exceed B*(B3), increasing the sensitivity, «, of
reputations to campaigning causes challengers to increase primary campaigning and reduce

general election campaigning, and the probability that they defeat the incumbent rises.

When reputations are more sensitive to campaigning, negative campaigning in the pri-
mary falls if and only if challengers have sufficiently limited resources that they will have less
funds in the general election than the incumbent. This is because the challengers, when crip-
pled by low budgets, are unable to campaign as intensely as the incumbent in the general elec-
tion. Increasing the sensitivity of reputations to campaigning aggravates this disadvantage,
causing them to reduce their primary campaigning. Even though the challengers devote more
of their resources to the general election, they still fail to match the incumbent’s spending, so

their chances of defeating the incumbent fall as « rises. The opposite occurs if the challengers
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will have more resources at their disposal in the general election than the incumbent; and if
B; = Bj, increasing the sensitivity of reputations to campaigning has no effect on outcomes.
We conclude our analysis by investigating how differences between the two challengers

affect how they campaign. We first derive how small differences affect challenger choices.

Proposition 8. Under (A0) and (A1), for all 5 sufficiently small,

1. Improving challenger i’s reputation, X;, causes challenger j to increase his primary
campaigning, reducing his chances of winning the general election. Improving chal-
lenger i’s reputation causes i to campaign more aggressively in the primary if and only

if the incumbent is sufficiently weak.

2. Increasing challenger i’s resources, B;, causes both challengers to increase both positive

and negative primary campaigning.

3. Raising challenger i’s payoff, U;, from being elected to office, or reducing his payoff,
Vi, if his party opponent wins office, causes both challengers to spend more on primary

campaigns, reducing their chances of winning the general election.

When the challangers have nearly equal chances of defeating the incumbent, improving
challenger 7’s reputation causes his rival to increase positive and negative primary campaign-
ing. There are offsetting considerations. On the one hand, challenger i’s better reputation
improves the party’s chances in the general election should ¢ win the primary, providing j
an incentive to campaign less aggressively in the primary. On the other hand, challenger i’s
stronger reputation also helps him in the primary, and his rival prefers to personally win the
general election than just to have ¢ defeat the incumbent from the other party. As long as
M; =U;/V; > 3, the desire to personally win the general election dominates, so that making
challenger ¢ is a little stronger causes his rival to step up his primary campaigning.

One might think that improving challenger 7’s reputation always encourages him to coast
on it and reduce his primary expenditures, to conserve more resources for the general election.
In fact, ¢ does this only if the incumbent is sufficiently strong. When the incumbent is rela-
tively weak, i.e., when i is likely to win the general election if he manages to win the primary,

then improving ¢’s reputation causes him to devote more resources to the primary. With a
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weak incumbent (e.g., with a scandal-ridden incumbent, or a weak challenger from the op-
posing party’s primary), challenger i’s toughest battle becomes the primary, and he responds
to the increased campaigning intensity by challenger j by raising his primary campaigning.

In contrast, to the ambiguous effects of improving a challenger i’s reputation on his pri-
mary campaigning, increasing his resources causes both challengers to campaign more aggres-
sively in the primary. That challenger j raises his primary campaigning expenditures reflects
the same considerations that drive him when his primary opponent’s reputation improves—
as long as j cares enough more about winning than about just having his party’s nominee
win, he devotes more resources to defeating his stronger primary rival. However, the impact
of giving 7 a little more resources no longer depends on the strength of the incumbent—he
always campaigns more aggressively in both the primary and the general election. The dif-
ference between greater reputation and more resources reflects that campaign resources are
fungible, and can be allocated freely across both elections, but reputations are not.

Finally, Proposition 8 shows that when challenger ¢ cares more about personally win-
ning, he steps up his primary campaigning. This raises his chances of winning, but lowers
the probability that, conditional on winning the primary, he defeats the incumbent in the
general election. In turn, challenger j campaigns more aggressively in the primary, both
because j wants to win personally, and because ¢’s greater primary expenditures reduce his
chances of defeating the incumbent.

These analytical characterizations describe how small differences between challengers
affect how they campaign. We now show that when one challenger is far stronger than the
other—with a greater reputation or resources—then the effects of increased differences be-
tween challenges change radically, hinging on both the incumbent’s strength and the extent
to which the effects of primary campaigning persist to affect general election reputations.

Figures 2 and 3 illustrate that if the incumbent is strong, then i’s resource expenditures
in the primary are a single-peaked function of his reputation. This reflects that if ¢ has a far
better reputation than j, then ¢ would rather save most of his resources for the general elec-
tion, and his stronger reputation allows him to do so, while remaining reasonably confident of
winning the primary. Now, as challenger i’s advantage grows further, challenger j responds
not by increasing his primary campaign expenditures, but by reducing them. This is because

challenger j internalizes the fact that ¢ is far more likely than he to win the general election,
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Figure 2: Primary campaigning as a function of challenger i’s reputation when the incumbent is strong and
the effects of primary campaigning decay. Parameters: 8 = 0, B; = 900, X; = 150, X; = 60,B; = B; =
700,Mj = Mz‘ = IO,a = l,p: 2.
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Figure 3: Primary campaigning as a function of challenger i’s reputation when the incumbent is strong
and effects of primary campaigning persist. Parameters: 8 = 1, By = 900, X; = 150, X; = 60,B; = B; =
7007Mj :Mi = 10,042 1,p:2.

that negative primary campaigning reduces that probability, and that greater primary cam-
paigning reduces his own already low chances of winning the general election. In contrast,
when 7 is far weaker than j, slight improvements in i’s reputation cause j to campaign more
aggressively in the primary, as j now worries more that ¢ may win the primary.
Contrasting Figures 2 and 3 reveals that the composition of primary campaigning hinges
on the extent to which the effects of primary campaigning persist. When the effects of pri-
mary campaigning persist, candidates campaign less negatively in the primary, but far more

positively. When g = 1, and challenger i’s reputation is low, initial increases in his rep-
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Figure 4: Probability of winning general election as a function of challenger ¢’s reputa-
tion when the incumbent is strong and effects of primary campaigning persist. Parameters:
B8 =1,Br=900,X; =150,X; =60,B; = B; =700,M; = M; = 10,a =1,p = 2.

utational stock cause him to increase his negative primary campaigning (which raises his
chances of winning the primary at his rival’s expense in the general election), accompanied
by a decline in positive campaigning expenditures that allows him to conserve resources for
the general election against a strong incumbent. However, once i is sufficiently stronger than
J, further increases in ¢’s reputation lead him to reduce his negative primary campaigning,
as his strong reputation is now more likely to be enough to secure a primary win. The
effects of further increases in ¢’s reputation on j’s campaigning now change: when i is far
stronger, j responds by sharply reducing his negative campaigning so as to not adversely
affect his strong party rival’s chances in the general election; and when the effects of primary
campaigning persist, 7 partially compensates for his reduced negative primary campaigning
by stepping up his positive primary campaigning. By doing so, j improves his own chances
of winning without harming his strong rival’s chances against the incumbent.

Figure 4 shows that making one challenger stronger can lower the probability that they
defeat a strong incumbent. Increasing challenger ¢’s reputation obviously raises his own
chances of winning. What Figure 4 shows is that the challengers’ collective probability of
winning can be a U-shaped function of ’s reputation. In particular, when their reputations
are similar, making ¢ a little stronger leads to such enhanced primary competition that their
collective probability of defeating the incumbent falls. Their probability of defeating the
incumbent only begins to rise with challenger ¢’s reputation once i is sufficiently stronger
than j, as 7 then internalizes that his chances are low enough that he should compete less
negatively against ¢. In turn, this makes ¢ more confident of a primary victory, encouraging

him to preserve more resources for the general election contest against the incumbent.
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In sharp contrast, when the incumbent is weak, then as Figure 5 illustrates, increasing
one candidate’s reputation or resources causes both challengers to increase their primary
campaigning. With a weak incumbent, the primary winner is very likely to win the gen-
eral election, so when challenger ¢ becomes stronger, with a better reputation or greater
resources, challenger j steps up his primary campaigning to raise the probability that he
defeats the now stronger primary opponent. Strategic complementarities in campaigning
reinforce this effect, causing both challengers to increase primary campaigning, even though

this can adversely reduce the probability that their party’s nominee wins the general election.

Campaigning lavals Campaigning lavals
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Figure 5: Primary campaigning as a function of challenger i’s reputation when the incumbent is weak and
the effects of primary campaigning decay. Parameters: 8 = 0, B; = 100, X; = 150, X; = 60,B; = B; =
700,M; = M; =10, =1,p = 2.

Numerical investigations confirm that the qualitative impacts of a stronger challenger are
similar regardless of whether a challenger is stronger due to having more resources or a better
reputation, subject to the caveat regarding the fungibility of resources. This reflects that the
key strategic force is the strength of one challenger relative to the other challenger and to the
incumbent, and not the source of the strength. Concretely, when one challenger is far stronger
than the other, then when the winner will face a strong incumbent, further increases in that
challenger’s strength cause his intra-party rival to sharply reduce his negative primary cam-
paigning and to raise his positive campaigning. Thus, for example, our model can reconcile
the composition of campaigning in the 2012 Republican primary by Romney and his rivals—
the far stronger Romney campaigned far more negatively than positively, whereas his weaker

rivals did the opposite. Moreover, when Gingrich gained in reputation following the South

19



Carolina primary, Romney massively increased his negative campaigning against Gingrich.

4 Conclusion

Negative campaigning has come to dominate the airwaves in general elections throughout the
United States. What has received far less attention is that campaigning in primaries tends to
be more positive in nature. Our paper provides an explanation for these observations and oth-
ers. The negative general election campaigns reflect that candidates only care about winning
the general election—and it is easier to damage an opponent’s reputation via negative cam-
paigning than to build up one’s own reputation via positive campaigning. The more positive
nature of primary campaigns reflects that candidates internalize both that (a) a primary win-
ner benefits in the general election only from his positive primary campaigning; and (b) a pri-
mary loser, impairs his party rival’s chances in the general election by campaigning negatively.

More generally, we characterize how the primitives of the electoral environment—relative
candidate strengths (initial resources and reputations), the campaigning technology (effec-
tiveness, extent of decay in the general election effects of primary campaigning), and candi-
date preferences over electoral outcomes (personally winning vs. having the party’s nominee
win)—affect the magnitudes and composition of campaigning in both elections, and thus
electoral outcomes. Thus, if challengers are similarly situated, improving one challenger’s
reputation causes his primary rival to campaign more aggressively; but the challenger with
the enhanced reputation only campaigns more aggressively if the incumbent is sufficiently
weak, as then the primary winner is also the likely general election winner. In contrast,
making a far stronger challenger even stronger causes his weak intra-party rival to reduce his
negative campaigning, due to a desire for the party’s nominee to defeat the incumbent. This,
in turn, encourages the stronger challenger to reduce his primary campaigning, although the
stronger challenger still spends far more, and is far more negative than his weak rival. Thus,
our model reconciles the pattern of primary campaigning in the 2012 Republican primary—
Romney had a stronger reputation and far more resources, and hence he spent far more, and
was far more negative than his primary rivals. This contrasts sharply with our predictions for
general elections, where we predict that candidates with more resources campaign relatively

more positively, and that especially weak challengers may only campaign negatively.
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6 Appendix

Proof of Propositions 1 and 2. Conditional on winning the primary, candidate i defeats

the incumbent in the general election with probability

— = (1+i)(x o N
Za __ Zatienr _al(l+pa) (4 pma)) /b
Zia +Zpy Zz‘l% +XI% al(1+ pi)*(1 + pna)®]/b+1

Pry =

where a and b are positive constants outside of ¢’s control obtained by dividing numerator

(14+pr1)®

and denominator by X; (rpnin)a Candidate ¢ maximizes this probability by maximizing

max (1 +pi1)a(1 + pnil)a subject to Di1 + i1 S Bz - (sz + nio) = Bi17 Pi1, N1 2 0.

Pi1,n41
Since the probability of winning increases in both p;1, n;1, the resource constraint binds, i.e.,

pi1 + n;1 = B;1. Thus, ¢’s maximization problem reduces to

max (1 + pi)*(1+ pnga)® subject to pi1 + nin = Ba, pa,na > 0.

Pi1,Mn41

Hence, the challenger’s optimal choices of negative and positive campaigning are

By _p=l o, 1 A B; p=l e 1 A
Ph = T tp=1=pBu<0 and ny = >+ if p—1-pBn =<0
0, lfp—l—szl>0 Bz’ly lfp—l—szl>O

Similarly, the incumbent’s campaigning solves

max (14 py1)*(1 + pnp)® subject to pjy +np = By, pri,nn > 0,

prisnri

with solution

ny =-——-+— an = —= - —
I 2 9 Pn 9 2
ifB[>%andn}‘1:BIif[31§p’%l.
The probability candidate ¢ wins the primary is Prip = OZ-iOZO Since 7 only cares about
i J

winning the general election, he chooses p;o and n;y to maximize
7Ti = (MiPT‘il — P’f’j1>P7’i0 -+ P’f’jl.
To ease presentation, define P, = 1+ p; and Ny = 1+ pny where t € {0,1}, and let
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X (PxN*)e X[ (PyN; N
Qi = %7 Q: = XI((P* N*((l 3{; Bg i f;;m with analogous expressions for j. Suppose that
2\7 407740

1 has enough resources that he campaigns positively in the general election. Then, at an in-

terior optimum, his primary campaigning choices (N}, Py) satisfy the first-order conditions:

R
_ < M1 > aQly 1 ( aM;Qy 05O,
L@ 1@/ Na(l+ Qi) 1+Qp \Na(1+@Qh)?  (1—5+ ANy (1+ Q)
_ abQj 0
(1-B4+8Np)1+Q5)* 7
aa;io - (MiPT’ﬂ PTJI)OOPP:?;O + M;Pr zﬂaapf;;l
— < M1 ) alip aM;Q%, (1 B 5) »
1+Q5 1+Q7 Pr(1+Q5)?* (1+Qn)(1+Qu)*\Py 1—3+p3P;

After canceling terms on both sides, these first-order conditions simplify to:

< M, 1 ) Qi _ M;Q;, n BRH Q5 (1)
1+Qh  1+Q5/ Ny(1+Qh) Ni(1+Q7)*  (1—08+BNy)(1+ Q)

and

( M; 1 ) Qo _ M; Q5 (1_ p ) 2)
1+Qn 1+Qu/ Py(1+Qh)  (1+Qu)*\Pi  1-8+8P/

Dividing equation (2) by (1), and then rearranging terms, yields

Nj ( M; Q7 B ) _ M, Q7 BM;Q%
N P

Py ‘ (1+Qf1>2+(1_54‘5]\%)(1"‘@?1)2 ' (1"‘@?1)2_(1 — B+ BPy)(1+Q5)*

Multiplying both sides by Py yields

7

M; Q7 <Nfb P BPy ) ( 5]\%@;1@:0 = 0. (3)

(1+Qn)* \ Ny N Py 1-3+ 8P 1 — B+ BNj)(1+Qj)?

At an interior optimum, nj,pj, > 0, or equivalently Ny, Pg > 1. The second term of

equation (3) is positive, so the first grouped term must be negative, and hence

No _Po_g. Po_ Pi_
Ny P N;E) Ny P
or equivalently,
p—1
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When 5 = 0, equations (1) and (2) reduce to

( Mi . 1 ) ;'ko . MzQ?:l =0 (4)
1+0Qn 1+Q5 o1+ Q) A1+ Q5)?

and
( Mi 1 > ;’kO MZQ:I -0 (5)
1+Qn 1+Q;5) Po(1+ Q) (1 + Qf)? .
Then, as before, it follows that
Py N P P 1 p—1
0 e = D et =t -t = 6
P;.i Nl*l N;E] Nz*l P nzO sz nzl pzl D ( )

One can show that even if challengers have less resources so they only campaign negatively in

. . . . . . * * x ok pfl
the general election, at an interior optimum in the primary, pPj, = Nj, or nj, —pjy = = |

Proof of Proposition 3. Omitting the ¢ index on 7, the following equations hold at a

symmetric equilibrium since dfi\go = dil\go and dézo = dfg“:
0*m n o*m n 0*m dNjo 0*m n 0*m dPj _0 (7)
OBONy ~ \ONy®  ONjdNy) dB ~ \OPyONy 0PpdNy) d5
and
0’ . o’ n o’ dN;o 0’ . o’ dPyo 0 (8)
OBOPy  \ONnOPo ON;dPyo) dB ~ \OP3 0PydPo) df
Then, from equations (7) and (8),
8% &% 0% % 9% 0%
dNo 9BONi \ OPj0dPyg ' OP% | 9BIPi <3Pj03Ni0 T 8P1-06N1-0>
dg 0%r 0%r 92x 2x 02 02 0%r 27\
p (aNjoaPio + 6P1-06Ni0) (anOBNiO + BPiOBNiO) - (aNjoaNio + aNfo) (613]-0830 + a%)
(9)
and
9% 9% % 0% % 0%
dPiO 0BOP;o (aNz'oQ 5Nj0<9Ni0) "~ 90BN (8Nj08Pi0 + 9Pi08Ni0)
d - 02r 02r 027 027 0%r 02r 02r 027 ’
6 <8Nj0(3pi0 + 6Pi08N,‘0> (BPjg(’)Nio _'_ 8Pi08Nio> - <6Nj06Ni0 + 8N120> (BPjoan + 8P220>

(10)

The proof consists of the following steps.
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Step 1. We show that as 5 — 0, 866;7;_0 < 0. To see this, note that

B BX;

(9277' o 8PTZ‘0 (

8P7“i1 8PTJ‘1 82Pm 82Pr]~1 82P’f‘j1
= : Pry | M;
9BON,  ONi ) "o <

M; — .
OPBON;y  OBON; OBON;g
(M;—1)(14Q7;)
IMNLQY
(this follows from equation (5) by substituting Q}, = Qj, = 1, @}, = Q7). Substituting yields

As  — 0, (i) Njj — pPj from equation (6), and (ii) under symmetry, i—iﬂ —
il

L @maQy ([ a(Mi-)(Np- Py aM(Ny— Pa)(1-@h)
50 0BON;y  2(1+ Qf)? 2N} Ni(1+Qh) (11)
LV B Yo W
4p(1+ Q5 )? 2(1+Qn)?
Step 2. We show that the coefficient of 8{%0 in equation (7) and that of 8{%0 in equation
(8) are equal as § — 0. Note that this follows, if in the limit, anaoQgNio = aN?(?ng' Now,
2 2Pr. Pr. Pr; Pr.
limaiﬁ:(MiPril—Prﬂ) 0 Pr; +c9 Ti0 i(? ri  OPrj
B—0 8]\7]'083'0 aNanBO 8P10 8Nj0 (9]Vj0
+MZ<8PT116PT‘ZO+ rmm>.
9Py ONjo ON;o0 P
With symmetry, 8?@5 5%0 = ]\ZOIQDZS((:%;’))& =0, and %I;V’; 2.5 I?ijo Tglljio =0as [ — 0. It follows that
0*m a?Qi (M; + 1)

lim

=0 ON;OPy  4pPyPi(1+ Q)%

(12)

Similarly, as § — 0,

6277 _ (MiPril —Prjl) 82P7’z’0 _ aPT’io aPle —|—MZ 8P7"Z‘0 8P7”Z’1 _ (MZ -+ 1)05262:1 .
OPjo N OP;j00Nyy 0Ny OPj OPjo 0Ny 4pP; P (1 + Qi )?
(13)
We now show that the coefficients 85;” and 8(5)\20 are negative. To see this, note that
(9271' (()QPriO 8Pri0 8Pri1 aPTZ’O 8Pri1 82P7’Z’1
a5 = (MPry— Pry i i M;Prig
NPy~ M PN o, T M N, ok Mo, o, T 0N 0P,
o o’ M;Q} _ o’ M;Q} _ aM; Q5 (1 + 20 — (200 — 1)QFy)
C APRNA(1+Qp)? 4ANLPR(1+ Q5)? ANZ P (1+Q)?
2pP P (1 + Q7)) ApPiE(1+ Q)3 ’
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82P1”7;0 - _ 0‘2@:0(1_@:0) —
ONioIP;0 Ni*OPiB(1+Q30)3

as 0 under symmetry. Thus as § — 0 from equations (12)—(14),

0r N 0r 0*rt N 0*rt
OPjo0Ny — OPpONy ON;oOPyy 0PNy
—(M; = 1)a?Qp aM;Q;(1+2a — (2a = 1)Q)
4pPiPh (1 + Q7)? 4pP(1+Qh)?
(M; — Da(1 + 2a + QF)

— < 0. 15
SpP (1 + 05 (15)

Next compare the coefficient of 2Yie in (7) with that of ‘%0 in (8). To do this, note that

as
827'( 82P7’7;0 aPrio 5P7’,~1 62P’I"Z'1
—— = (M;Pryy — Prj;)——— + 2M,; M;Prig—————
gng = MiPra = Pri)=gees + 2Mige e N TN,
_ < M; B 1 > [_OCQ%(l +a—(a— 1)@;‘0)} _ 2M~< aQ > < @} >
1+Q; 1+Q5 N (14 Q)3 AN+ Qp)2/ \Ns(1+Qp)?
M; Qi (14 2a — (2a — 1)Qj)
1+ Q% 2N2(1+Qp)?
_ (M; — Do o’ M;Q} aM; Qi (1 + 2 — (20 = 1)Q7)
O APPPR(1+Qn)  202PaPh(14 Q)2 4p? PP (1 + Qp)?
1 0%m
= ——F. 16
p 0P} (16)

The last equality follows from symmetry and the fact that N;; — pP%, as § — 0. Similarly,

027T 62P7“i0 8P7"i0 8P7“j1 8Pn0 8P7“Z-1
v = (MiPry — Prj) - i
8Nj0N7;0 ﬁNjoﬁNiO aNlO 0Nj0 aNjQ aNZ()
_ ( M; 1 ) a*Qp (1 — Qfy) + Qi it
1+Qh  1+Q5) PPPoPh(1+ Qi) p?PoPh(1+ Q)% (1 + QF)?
052 N Mz
+ e QzO%le — (17)
PP P14 Q)% (1 + Qf)
_ o’ M;Q; N Qi@
PPPAPL(1+ Qi)*(1+Qh)*  pPPPpPh(1+ Qf)*(1+ Q)3
. Mi+1)efQn 1 OPr
4p2 P Pi(1 + Qa)? p OPjoNio
Therefore, from equations (15)-(17), as § — 0,
0w N 0w B a(M; —1) ( (M; — 1)a?Qy, aM;Q5 (1 + 20 — (200 — 1)le)>
ON;00N;,  ONj C 4pPPR(14Qp)? 4p* P PA (1 + Qf)? 40 P2(1+ Qj)3
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42 Py (1+@Q7)*  p \ON;j00Pn ~ 0Pp0Ny

27



Further, one can show that

2 2 2 2
o“r o“r 1( o“r (97T><0. (19)

ONONg ~ONZ 2 \oP,dP, 0P}

Step 3. We show that the denominator of the expression in equation (9),

07 N 07 0 N 0 B 0 N 0 0 N 0

is negative. From equations (12), (13) and (19), this reduces to showing that

0w 2r \? 9 0?*m 2\
+ —p + < 0.

8]\7]-001% 8]3108]\/}0 8Nj00NZ-0 GNEO

This holds, as equations (15) and (18) imply that

0~ 0*n N 0*n - 0r N 0r
ON;y Py | 0PdNy )~ "\ON,oN, T 0Nz )

Step 4. We show that the numerator of the expression in equation (9),

0’ 0 Jrc927r B 0 0 N 0
dBON \OP;o00Pyy  OP} dBOPy \ OP;oONyy  OPjgON;yo )’

is positive in equilibrium. From equations (12), (13) and (19), the numerator reduces to

, O°m 0w N Fr\ O 0*m N 0*m
P 868]\7,0 aNjoaNio @NZQO 86830 8]3100]\@0 8Njoaf)io ’
———
<0 <0 <0
Now,
0*m OPr; OPr;y;  OPrj 0% Pr;
= =M = — : M;Priy————
DFOPy 0Py ( op o ) T 950p,
_O‘2<Mi — (N — Pp)@h _ alM; Q7 (ap(Ny — P)(1 — Q) — Ni(1+@QF))
4Pp(1+Qf)? 2NA(1+Qh)?
- ) _O‘Q(Mi — (N — P)@h _ a®MiQ5 (N — Pp)(1 — Q) _ Q)
4Nio(1 + Q7)? 2NA(1+Q7)? 2(1+ Q)3

aQjy (M; + p)
2(1+Qp)?
P Qi (M; + p)
POBON, T 201+ Q)2

(20)
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&%r

To see that the numerator is always positive, first note that if > (, then the numerator

9B0Pq
is positive. If, instead 8562 < 0, then from equations (15), (18) and (20),
- oAty - oAty 0> oAty n oAty - 0?r . 0?r
860P, ~ " 950N,’ ONW0Py | 0PNy ) ~ "\ 0N, 0N, 0N

implying that the numerator in equation (9) is positive. Since the denominator in equation
(9) is negative (step 3), it follows that N} (and hence nj},) decrease in f.
To determine the impact of increasing § on pj,, we rewrite equation (8) below with the

signs of some of the expressions contained in it.

0% 0*r 0*r dNj 0*r O*r dPy
+ + | 5oy + — 0.
050Py | \ONgdPy | ONuOPy) d3 | \OF3 T 0PndPy) B
——
<0 >0 <0

Then, it follows that dP i >0 when > 0. Below, we show that 2% > 0 as long the

85013 BdP;
challenger resources are not too great.

827'(' 8Pri0 aPml 8Prﬂ 82P7"Z'1
- 3 MPTioi
OBoP,y 0Py op op OBIPy
_ _O‘Z(Mz‘ — (N — Py)@Qi _ aM;Qj (ap(Niy — P) (1 — Q) — Ni(1+ Q7)) >0
430(1 + Q;(I)2 2Nz*1(1 + Qzl)
o E=D=1) a(Mi=Dp-D1-Q) ,
2 205
. oM —1)(p—1)
— Q5 > oM, ;

i.e., if the challenger resources are not too high. The equivalences follow from Njj — pPj as
B — 0, rearranging terms and substituting i—‘; = % from equation (5). Following
the same steps as above one can also establish the result when challengers only campaign
negatively in the general election.

Finally, we show that the increase in positive campaigning exceeds the decrease in neg-

ative campaigning so that total campaigning expenditures in the primary election increase.
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To see this, note that from equations (9) and (10) and the result in step 3, it follows that

dP; - ‘dNio 0*m ( 0*m N 827r> B 0*m < 0*m N 0*m >
dp dp OBONy \OP;o0Py 0P} 0BOPy \OPjoON;yy = 0Pj0Ny
_ 0% < 0*r N 0*r ) B 0% ( 0*r N 0*r )
dBON;y \ON;o0Py ~ OP;ONy 9BOPy \ONy>  ON;oONy

N 0’ 0’ +827T B o’ n 0’
0BON;y |\ OP;o0P; oP2 ON;o0Py  O0P;p0Ny

_ o’ 0’ N 0’ B 0’ N 0’
0BOP; | \OP;j00N;y  O0FP;n0Ny ONy®>  ONjONyp ) |"

We now show that this inequality holds.To see this, note that from equation (11), as p — 1,

(21)

0*m aQy
— — I 22
9BONy 2(1+Q7) e
Therefore, from equations (20) and (22), as p — 1,
0*r OéMiQikl 0*r QQ’!‘l
— ’ — NI 23
0B0Fo  2(1+ Q) |358Nio 2(1+QiF) )

However, from equations (12), (13) and (18),

0’ N 0’ B o’ N 0’
OP;jo0N;y  OP;00N; ONy®  ON;0ONy

_ 0’ N 0’ B 0’ N 0’
~ \ON;o0Py 0PNy ONi>  ON;joON;

0*m 0w a(M; —1) 0w 0?*m

P <aNjOaNiO N azv%) P21+ Qh)E <8Njoazvi0 Nz,
a(M; —1)

ApPi(1+ Q7)

Similarly, from equations (14), (15), (17) and (18),

5 >0 (when p —1).

0’ n 0*m B 0*m n 0*m
OPjy0Py 0P} ON;oO0Py  OP;p0Nj

9 5% n 0% B 0% n 0% N Oz(MZ- — 1) (25)
—F ON;joON;y  ON3 P ON;)ONy 0Ny ApPi (1 + Qf)?

“ PO <0 (when p—1).
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Thus, from equations (23), (24) and (25),

0*m . 0*m and
0BOFy ~ |0BONy
o*m N 0*m B o*m N 0*m B 0’ o’
OP;j0ON;g ~ OFP;nON;o ONyn®  ON;oONyw)
Thus, the inequality in (21) holds.

0PwOPy 0P

B o’ N o’
ON;00Py  OPnONy )|

[
1. Substituting these expres-

Proof of Proposition 4. With symmetry, Q}, = 1,Q} =
sions and 8 = 1 into equation (3) yields:

M;Q* (N * *
Q112<1:)_ Z£+1>+ Qzl*2:0
(1+Q1)* \Ny  Pi (1+@Qh)
Canceling terms on both sides, we get

Nk Px

M [=2 -0 41 1)41=0
(-7

Next, we re-arrange this equality to obtain

Ny P\ Mi+1 1 1
Ny Py) Mo M;:
Since M; > 1, it follows that
Ny P
— - —]e(-2-1
and hence
Nip Py
— - — | < -1 26
(v 7) &
Now, recall from Proposition 1 that pj; = 22 — % and nj, = 2o 4 221
Pi=1+p; = 2p +

P L Therefore,
o

1 B;
5 and N =1+ n;:& PO

5 5 ie.
Substituting N;; = pPjj, the inequality in (26) simplifies to:

N, = pP}.

Ni* * *
( po _Pi()> < —F.

(27)
Further, since Py = 1+ p}, and Njj = 1 + pn},, it follows that B,y = B; — (pjy + ny)
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B — (P —1) — %, so that

P+1+Bi1 :1<1+p+PBi_PPio+Nio>
2 2 )

Hence, the inequality in (27) may be rewritten as

Ni 1 B; Py + N;
(o) <oploem o om)
P P 2 2

Multiplying both sides by p and rearranging the right-hand side slightly yields:

(28)

B, Py + N;
N%—m%<1—p—(m+p _pPot “)

2 2

Now, recall from Proposition 1 that challengers devote resources to both negative and pos-

itive campaigning in the general election when B;; = piy +nl, = B; — (ply +nly) > p;pl, Le.

_ Ni—1 1
R e R (29)
p p
Rearranging terms, we rewrite (29) as
Bz -Pz Nz
1+P _ phio+ U (30)

Hence, from (28) and (30),

pBi  pPo + Nio
2 2

> 0 from (30)

N%—PR-B<1—p—<2+ ><1—p, ie, Njy—pPi<1l—np.

Substituting Ny = 1+ pnj, and Py = 1 + pj, to this inequality yields

1+ pnjy — (p(1 +pjp) <1 —p & p(nj — pj) <O0.

Continuity of n), pf, in 8 then implies that the result holds for all 3 sufficiently small. W

32



Proof of Lemma 1. At an interior optimum, N, Py, N, Py, satisfy

indirect effect via change in ¢’s actions

6271' + 8271' dNZ() + 6271' dRO + 8271' df)jo + 827'(' deo —0
000 Njq ON? db OP;yON;y df ~ OP;o0ON;y db ON;oON;y db
direct effect of a change in 6 indirect effect via change in j’s actions
(31)
for € X, By, a.
. . . . sz _
From equation (6) it follows that when 3 = 0, under assumptions of symmetry, “/¢ =
pdf;éo = pdg’;o = dggo, at the equilibrium. Therefore, equation (31) may be rewritten as
0*m dN;y [ O*m 1 9%*r 1 0r 0*m
+ = + = + = 0. (32)
808]\710 do 6]\/}0 P 8}7208]\710 P 8]3]08]\[,0 8NJ08N20
Then, if
0? 1 0? 1 02 0?
T T T T 0 (33)

- - <
3Ni02 - p OP;p0Njo * panOaNiO * 3NjoaNio

foas dN; . .. R [
565N and “3¢ have the same sign. Similarly, for changes in B;, B;, or X;, X; or M;, Mj,
dn;g dn;g 0%r L . . X .

a0, 0, 90,0n T 99,0m have the same sign. Thus, the direct effect is reinforced by, or

if in the opposite direction, outweighs the indirect effect. We now show that the inequality
above indeed holds at equilibrium under symmetry. To see this, note that from equations

(13), (14), (16) and (17), the left-hand side of (33) reduces to

—(M; — 1« B aM;Q5 (1 +2a — 2a —1)QF) (M; — 1)a?Qy

1PPF(1+Qn) PERIE QR WRPIE Q0
_ o (_(Mi —1) 2MQ;(1+2a— 20 —1)Q)  2(M; — 1)@622‘1)
402(1 + QE) P{BQ Pi*12(1 + Q;‘kl)Q R’BPﬁ(l + Qfl) .

Multiplying both numerator and denominator by P;?, and substituting i—{@ = W-Drep)
il

LG
from equation (5) under symmetry yields
4p? P (1+ Q) Qh 2M; M; .
Therefore, (33) holds if
1420 — 2a—1)Q5\ M;—1  «o(M; —1)
—1- ! — < 0. 36
( Qi 00 M (36)
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Simplifying the inequality in (36) yields

Qil > 3Ml . 1 9

which always holds as M; > 1.
Similarly, one can show that when the resources in the general election are low enough
that a challenger only campaigns negatively, the left-hand side of (33) reduces to

—(M; — 1o oM;Q;(1+a—(a—1)QF) (M; — 1)”Qj
AN (14 Qp) N2 (14 Qp)3 2NN (1 + Q)%

Multiply by N2, substitute the first-order conditions and rearrange to show that (33) holds if

> 0,

l+a—(a—1)QH\ M;—1 «o(M;—1)
1 7
+ < M, + 0,

il
or equivalently if
. (1+a)(M; —1)

which always holds. n

Proof of Proposition 5. From Lemma 1, we only need to focus on the partial derivative

capturing the direct effect of a change in a parameter. Thus, NV} increases in the challengers’

reputations X;, X jifand only if 5 )—(‘9_ ZTJFV,O +3 X‘?Qa%_o > (0. We show that this holds in equilibrium:
7 7 J 3

o’ N 0*r 9*Pry 9*Pry n
ap?”z'o 8PT¢1 aPle 82P7“i1 3P7’7;1 8P7”i0 GP'/’Z-O
i M;Priy— + M; .

= (MZ'PTH — Ple) (

Now, under symmetry, a; )—ZO + a;)—(’";o =% (3322;0)2 - %0 E&IO)Q = 0 and since @}, = 1, it follows
&?Pry Qi (1-Q%)
that BXiaN(ZO = _XiNi’g(HQ;*E)S = 0. Therefore,
_827]' n _8271' _ aPTz‘o Z@Prﬂ B 5’P1"j1 n MiPriO (9_2P7“ﬂ

Lt (Mo M)
2(1+Q7)%X; \ 2N Ni(1+Q5)

Multiplying the numerator and denominator by Nj, and substituting

Ny . (Mi-1D)(A+Q7)
Nj o 2M; Q7
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from the first-order conditions yields

0*r N Pr M, —1)
X, 0Ny  0X;0Nyo  4Nj(1+Q%)2X,

> 0. (37)

Thus, Ny, P, and hence, total primary expenditures rise with the challenger’s reputation.
The probability of winning the primary is one-half in a symmetric equilibrium. Thus,
the probability candidate ¢ wins office only varies with the change in his chances against the

incumbent. Since Pr}} = it suffices to derive the impact on ). Increasing X; reduces

1
Ty
N}y, P}, so the net impact on the probability that ¢ wins the general election depends on the

relative change in X; and N}, Pj;. We now show that the direct effect (improved reputation)

dominates the indirect effect (reduced general election campaigning), implying that the prob-
Xi(PEND* _ Xi(N7)*®

ability of ousting the incumbent rises. To see this, recall that Q}, = TP N)E — X (N
i\ 31441 KA 2t

SO

(szl + szl

2&)21 dNﬂ szl
= = <01+ +
dX;,  dX;

205)21 szO szO
= = >0<=1- — + —= > 0.

(38)
The last equivalence in (38) follows from
_p+1 pBa 3

B; pPy+ N; B; . . .
Niy = 14png = 5 + 5 = 1+,0+p2 i 02 0 — 1+p+p2 —N,o (since Nj, = pPy).

Now, from equation (32),

92nt 9?xt

dNjy  dNy 8X:0N;o | 8X,;0Nz0
3 v - P | 1_o°x 1_o°n R
dXZ dX] ON;o? + p OP;00N;o + p OP;0ON;o + ON,;oON;o

From equations (35) and (37), the right-hand side may be written as

Ol(Mi—l)
AN X (14Q7))?
a(M;—1) 1+2a—(2a-1)Q% \ M;—1 a(M;—1)

4P2P;(02(1+Q;‘1) |:1 + ( 2(1 ) 2Mi + Mi :|

N
_ Xi(l"'Qfl) : * *
- {1 i (1+2a7(2a71)Q;‘1) Mi—1 a(Mi_l)y since N;y = pFy,.

o 2M; M;

One can show that the last inequality in (38) holds by rearranging terms and substitut-

Ny (M-1)(14+Q)

ing for ATV Mo These results also extend to when a challenger only campaigns
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negatively in the general election:

dQi  dQ; d d X;N;2 dN; dN; dNy  dN; N;
Q1+Q1: = + —= Srtrea <0e= Ly 9 00 s
Xm dX] dXZ dX] Xl(lel)o‘ Xm dX] Xm dXJ
since
Ny =1+ pBu =2+ p+pB; — pPjy — Njg = 2+ p + pB; — 2N,
Now,

a(M;—1)

(dNiO i dNiO) _ AN (14Q7)% X;
Y. . | a(M;—1) I+a—(a=1)Q \ M;—1 a(M;—1)
dX; — da 42 Py (14+Q7)) [1 + ( Q5 1) M, TN ]
Ni*O
. le(l""Q:l)
- Tra—(o- D@5\ M—1 , a(Mi—1)
{1_‘_( Q5 1) M; + M; }
Rearranging terms and substituting for xlo from the first order conditions yields the result.
@1

Similarly, consider the impact of increasing the challenger resources. Under symmetry,

6277 1 6271' 8Prz-0 M 6Pr,~1 8Prj1 82Pr,~1
— — = i — — — . T'i -
41%*1(1+Q21>2[ N Na(+Qw! o= e

a(M; — 1)(1 + 2a + QF)
_ i S 39
SNHPA(L+ Q)2 (39)

at equilibrium.

Again, since P, = A;j*o, increases i challenger resources raise Py. Thus, Nj, P}, and total
primary campaigning expenditure rise with the challenger resources and reputations.

We next argue that increasing challenger resources increases Pjj, Nj; (and hence the
probability of winning the general election), i.e., the increase in primary campaigning ex-
penditures does not entirely exhaust the increase in resources. This follows if and only if

allio 4 C%i? <fasNj=1+p+ "TBi — Njo. As before, one can show that given equations
J

dB;
(32), (35) and (39), this always holds in equilibrium. This result also carries over to when a

challenger only campaigns negatively in the general election.
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Lastly, consider the effect of an increase in M;:

R OPry OPry
= Pr; Pri———
OMON, LN, TN,

_ o < Q% _ QR )
(1+Qp)(1+Q5H) \No(1+Qh)  Ni(1+Qj)

_ iy
M;Nj(1+ Q)2 (1 + Q)

>0 (from equation (4)).

Thus, Njj is increasing in M;. Since M; = % > 1, it follows that an increasing U; increases
1

negative campaigning in the primary election, while increasing V;, leads to a decrease in Nj.

It also follows that equal changes in U;, V; lower M, and hence Nj. Since, P} = NO
same results apply to P, too. Again, via the budget constraint, P, N} are decreasmg in
M;. Consequently, the chances of winning the general election decrease in M;. As above,
this also holds when challengers only campaign negatively in the general election.

Note that changes in n}, pj, mirror changes in Ny, P;. Finally, the continuity of the

derivatives in 3, implies that there exists a 3 such that the results hold for all 3 € [0,3). R

Proof of Proposition 6. From the continuity of the derivatives in X;, B;, M;, it suffices to
prove the result when challengers are symmetric. Further, from Lemma 1, we only need to
focus on the partial derivative capturing the direct effect of a change in a parameter on Nj,.

Consider the impact of increasing a.

8(18Ni0 B (MiPTﬂ B Ple)@a@Nio 8NZO ‘ Oa oo

(9 Przl 6P7’1'0 3P7’i1
M.

JadNg Do ONg

* X; X *
o (1-m () + (1 (55 )) @)
:(MiPTil—Ple) XQZO XQ

o2t 82P’ri0 I aP’l“io <M26P7”i1 B 8Prj1>

—FMPT’Z(]

Nip(1+ Qi)?
Nip (14 Qj)? (1 + Qzl) (1+ Q]l) N1+ Qhp)* (1 + Qp)?

M;Q} Xr\ X; \
AR )(HQ%)[ i (X%) (Hln (XZQ;))Q“]'
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Thus,

%7 M;Q%, X;
- i 11 .
0adNyp  Nj(1+Qh)*(1+ Qf)? ( ! (X Qi > " on>

o [Mein(sE) (<)
Nip(14 Qj)? (14 Q;p)? (14+Q%)?

+

MZQ:I X X *
Na(l+ Q)P (L + Q) [_1 o (Xi@;a) B (1 o (&-Q;ﬁ)) Q“l

’LQ1 17Q:12 * —
MQzl In < 0> <M’ o (1+Q,j1)) QiO ( X] )
+ In

+

N N1+ Qip)* (1 + Q)3 ]\%(1%—@;‘0)2(1—}—@5)27 X:Q%4
Qi@ In (Xj_Q;H>
o(1+ Q)2 (1 + Qj)? X1

TN
X; 5 ( X, )
- — —————In| = when Qfy = 1,Q;; = Q]
(X@;ﬁ) ANGH(1+Qn)?  \X,Qp ( o= LG =)
X

¢ )
XiQ5

M- (1-
ANH(1 4 Qp)?
-1

)) In
_ M 1 (
AN+ Q)2

AV

0,
(40)

0\ 2 _ _
(1]\(;11) “ % 1, i.e., according to whether B; % Br. The

: X7 _
according to whether ( e Qfl) =
impact of raising the sensitivity of reputations to campaigning on the probability of winning

the general election similarly depends on challenger resources. To see this, note that

dQi1 > 0 s _ dNy _ dNy < Nj In (N}“)

do < da da =~ « N3
From equations (32), (35) and (40),

ANy _ i 1 (vh)
_ ui]é*;) In (%)
L (S g s

As before, by rearranging terms and substituting for x = %, one can show that
if In ( N;1> = 0, i.e., if ( 11> = 1,50 that N, is decreasing, invariant or increasing in « re-

spectively, then dQ“ = 07 that is, the chances of winning the general election are decreasing,
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invariant or increasing in «, respectively. Thus, when B; < Bi* , their campaigning expendi-
tures in the general election are relatively low, so that increasing a causes them to reduce Ny
and increase N7, but this is insufficient to offset the incumbent’s increased advantage from
his greater resources due to the heightened sensitivity of reputations to campaigning—so that
the challenger is less likely to win the general election. The reverse holds when B; > B;‘.

When B = B*

¥, an increase in o has no impact on campaign levels or the probability of a

win for the challengers. One can show that these results carry over to when the challenger’s
campaign in the general election is exclusively negative.

Next, consider the impact of improving the incumbent’s reputation. Note that N

decreases in X if and only if < 0, which holds in equilibrium:

aX <9N

9%t OPr, O 9% Pr;
0X10N,y Ny ox, MiPra = Fra) + MiPra a)’(la]\}io
B aQiy ( ;1(1 + Q;‘kl)2 - ;kl(l + Q;1)2M1> ( 1)Mi
- Nao(1+Qjp)? Xi(1+Qn)* (1 +Q5)? XINJE( + Q)1+ Q5)°
_ 04@?0 < Q}kl M; + 1-0Q; )
Xr(1+Q5)*Nip \ (

1+Q%)? N (1+Q1)?*  (1+Q7)(1+ Q%)
_ aQ <—(Mi —1)(2Q;5, +1) +2Q5,Q5, — M;Q%7 — Q?f) <0
X;1(1+ Q)2N; (1+@Qn)*(1+Qj)? '

(41)

Similarly, it is easy to show that negative campaigning in the primary falls with the

incumbent’s resources, By:

?27ri _ OPr; <M 8Pfi1 B GPZ‘ﬂ) Pry, (9_2P7’ﬂ
OB;ON;,  ONy \ ' 0B; OB © Y OBONy,
_ Qi < —aM;Q5 a@j, )_ o’ M;Q5 (1 — Qf)
N+ QR \Pr(1+Qn)?  Pr(1+Q5)?)  Pi(l+Qi)Ni(1+Qp)?

_ a’ l Qo ( —M;Q5, n i1 ) B M;Q; (1 — Q;)}
pPr(1+ Q%) | Po(1+ Qi) \(1+Q7)*  (1+Q7)? Pi(14Q5)3
_ Oé?@fo ( —M; Q7 4 le _ (M; Pr;y — Pr;1>(1 - Qﬁ))
prPiB(l + Qf0)2 (1 + Qfl)z (1 + Q}H)Q (1 + QE)
02Qi (M: = 1)1+ Q1)* + (5 — Q)?)

E— < 0.
pP;PH(1+ Qh)? (14 Qf)*(1 + Q)3

(42)
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The fourth equality follows from equation (5). Since P} = ]\ZO, it follows that P}, decreases
in X;, By too. Then, total primary campaigning expenditures fall with the incumbent’s re-
sources and reputation, too. Further, since P}j, N}j decrease in N}, P, they rise with X;, By,
implying that challengers now spend more on campaigning in the general election than before.

Thus, improving the incumbent’s reputation induces challengers to campaign more ex-
tensively in the general election. However, the probability that a challenger wins the general
election still falls with X7, i.e., the direct effect dominates the indirect strategic effect on
challengers campaigning in the primary. The incumbent’s campaigning levels depend on his

budget alone, so

< = < ! (43)
dXI B dXI X,L'sza dX[ B dX] QOJXI ‘é_(& 2@.

v o dNL'

dQn  d <X1N12 > 0 dNj  dNyp = Na Nov
Intuitively, increasing both X; and N}, have opposing effects on ()7}, so that the relative
strength of the two effects decides the net impact on the probability that the challenger

wins the general election. Now, from equation (41), substituting the symmetry conditions,
Qo =1,Q; = Q;lu yields

dNiO . Oé(M — ].)
Therefore, from equations (32), (35) and (44),

(44)

9%t
_dNy 5X,0Nw
Y. 02wt 92rt 1 92qxt 92rt
dXI ON; 02 + 14 BPZOBNZO + 14 anoaNi() aNj()aNZ‘()
o(M;—1)

4pPi X1 (1+Q7))?
a(M;—1) ){1 N <1+2a (Ca—1)Q}; ) ] _‘_a(Mi:I)}

W 11 M;
_No
o X1 (14+QF)
= 1+2a—(20—-1)Q5 \ M;—1 , a(M;—1)
[1+( 2 ) oM, T M, ]

One can show that the inequality in (43) holds by rearranging terms and substituting

Niy _ (Mi=D(4Q)
N; = 2M,;Q7,

Similarly, one can show that increasing the incumbent’s resources reduces a challenger’s

dN’LO pNzl

and one can show that

<

chances of winning the general election. This holds if -

this holds the equilibrium, given equations (32), (35) and (42). These results extend to when
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a challenger only campaigns negatively in the general election.

Finally, note that for a given p, an increase (decrease) in N, Pi, ¢ € {0,1}, implies an
increase (decrease) in n, pf,. Again, by the continuity of the derivatives in 5 and other pa-
rameters, there exists a § such that these results hold for all 5 € [0, 3) in the neighborhood

of symmetry. [ |

Proof of Proposition 8.
At the equilibrium (N, P, Ny, Pry),

indirect effect via change in i’s actions

O?rt N 9?1t dNyy n 9*rt dPy N O*r" dPj 9*r" dNjo _0
DO Ny ONi> d6 ~ OPgONy df ~ OPjg0Ny df — ONjONy df
————
direct effect of a change in 6 indirect effect via change in j’s actions
and
indirect effect via change in ¢’s actions
827Tj 4 027Tj szO 4 627Tj dRO 4 827rj de[) 827rj de() -0
D0ON ONiONjo df — OPnON;y df — OPjdNjo df — ONZ df
————
direct effect of a change in 6 indirect effect via change in j’s actions

Since pPy, = Ny and pPj, = Nj; at an interior optimum when 3 = 0 (from equation

(6)), the equations reduce to,

827Ti I 827Ti n 1 827Ti sz(] 827Ti i 1 827Ti de() 0
898]\7@0 8Ni02 P 8]3108]%0 dé aNj()@Nio P 813]0(‘3]\]20 de N
and
827Tj n 827Tj i 1 827Tj dNZ() i 627Tj i 1 827Tj de() -0
89(‘3Nj0 8NZ-08NJ-0 paﬂgﬁNjo do 8]\7]20 p@Pj()&Njo do e
Next, solve these equations for
9%t <827rj 1 9%nd ) _0%qd ( 9%t 1 9%x? )
dN;p B 800N \ ONZ, " p PjoONjo 900N;jo \ON;0ON;o ' p OP;odNio

do ( 92ni 1_ 9%xd )( 92xt 1_ 92xt )_(8271'" 1_ 9%x? )(827rj+1 o) )

ON;0dNjo ' pdP;odNjo) \ON;0dN;o ' p P;odNio ONw? ' pdPidNw) \ ONZ T p dP;j0dNjo
(45)

and similarly for dggo. It follows from the second-order conditions and equation (16) (which

holds in the neighborhood of symmetry from the continuity of the derivatives in X;, B;, M;,
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dNi _

etc.) that

0?’nt 9*rt o*rt 2 927\ 2 o*nt 2 o*rt 1 %t
— — “Nz=5 >0= 5+ — 0.

— <
ONZ,0P3 ~ \ ONu0Py PoNz 0N Py N " pOPoONy
(46)
Also, recall from equation (17) that
2,1 1 2,1
O’ oo, (47)

+ - >
aNjONiO PanoNz‘o

Further, given the continuity of derivatives in the parameters, it follows from Lemma 1 that

in the neighborhood of symmetry,

0% —i—l 0% —i—l 0% N 0% _
8Ni02 p OP;00 Ny PanoaNio aNjoaNiO

0. (48)

Then, from equations (47) and (48) it follows that

R 1 0% 0*rt 1 9%

0< - < -
ONoNio * pOPjoNyy ~ |ONyp* * p OP;00 Ny

Analogous inequalities hold for challenger j, implying that the denominator of the expression
on the right-hand side in equation (45) is negative. Below, we reproduce equation (45) along

with the signs of expressions contained in it:

<0 >0

92t 827Tj + 1 827Tj 9277 827Ti + 1 827Ti
0N \ ONZ) * pOP;oON;o) 99N \ ONjON ~ p OPj00Ns

do O%mi . 1 0%l 0*nt n 1 0%nt B 0%nt n 1 0*nt 0%l 4 1 0%l .
8NioaNj0 P 8Pi08Nj0 8Nj08Ni0 P an()aNi(] aNioz 1% 8Pioé?Ni0 8N]20 P 8Pj08Nj0
<0
(49)
Similarly,
<0 >0
9277 aQﬂ'i i 1 827Ti 92t 827rj + 1 aQﬂ'j
deO . 960Njo 8]\% P 313208]\710 900N (9Ni08Nj0 1% 8308Nj0

do

927d +1 92 92t N 1 92t 927t +1 92t 2d +1 927J
6N1'08Nj0 P 6PioaNj0 8Nj06Ni0 P 8Pj08Ni0 8Ni02 p OP;00Nj 8N]20 P anOaNjo

).

<0

(50)

42



Now, consider the impact of improving only challenger i’s reputation. We first show

that as long as a challenger’s payoff from winning office significantly exceeds his payoft if his

92
8)21'8]\7]‘0

primary rival wins, so that M; > 3, then > (. To show this, we first note that,

7Tj = —<MjP7”j1 — PTu)P?“z'o + MjPle

so that,

0*ml 9% Pr; O0Pr;; OPr; OPr;y OPr;
=0 (M;Prji — Pra) — M; 20 o i

0X.0N,  0X:0N; ONj, 0X, | 0Ny X,

(11— Q o
— (M]PTJ1 - PTzl);f\);S(l QZ*O):)) Y * &QZSQQZjL * \2
Nio(1+ Q) XiNG(1+ Q)% (1 +QF)
. aM;Q b
XiNA (14 Q)2 (1 + Qj)?

— as N = 17 i g .

XN Na (LT Qe P Q= h@h =)
a(M; =1+ (M; = 3)Q})

= - > 0,
8XiNjp(1+ Q)

when M; > 3. Recall that Nj, increases in M;. Therefore, N} decreases in M;, so that
M;N}y — N}; > 0 when M; is high. In fact, the last equality in (51), which is obtained
by dividing both numerator and denominator by N} and substituting J]:%) = W,
indicates that M; > 3 suffices, and in what follows, we assume that this holds. Similarly,

O*rt 9% Pry OPr;; OPry OPrio OPri 0%?Prj
IXONy XN, M = Pri) e Mgt os P M an, ax, M g% o,
= (M;Pryy — Prj1) ?‘Qfo(l — Q) _ aM; Q5 Q5 _ aM; Q5 (1 — QF)
XNa(L+ Qi) | XNp(l+ Q)21+ Qa)? | XeNa (1 + Qi) (1 + Q5P
_ aM; Q7 Qi
XiNa(1+ Q)2 (1 + Qn)?
L oMy oMQL(1-Qn) oM@y o(Mi—3)(Gim - Qh)
AXiNjp(1+ Q) 2XGNA(1+ Q7)) AXGNA(L+Q7)? 8XiNp(1+Qf)?
(52)

M. —1 . . * s . . * *
Now, note that 37=5 decreases in M;, while }; increases in M; (when M; increases, Nj, P}

: * * : : * s : : M;—1 *
increase and Nj, P decrease implying @, increases). Therefore, when M; is high, j7=5—Q}

. ap . cps . . M,;—1 . 027t .

is low. If it is positive, i.e., if Q}; < A3 then so is 8XigNi0, and from equations (49) and
dN; dN'O . . . . . M;—1 82 i

(50), > 0, = 0. If it is negative, i.e., if @ > A3 SO that aXi(;rNiO < 0, then
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dNjo
ax;

> 0, since from equations (51) and (52),

0*ml ’ o*rt

_ > —
0X:0N;, ~ |0X,0Ni

while, as 8 — 0,

O*ni n 1 O*ni B 02t N 1 02t - oA N 1 Ot
8Ni08Nj0 1% aPioaNjo N 8Ni0(?Nj0 P af)]()aNlo ON,% 1% 8300]\]20

from Lemma 1. Hence, the numerator of expression (50) is still negative. Thus, challenger
7 always raises his campaigning levels in response to an improvement in the reputation
of the other challenger. However, the analysis of the direction of change in N} is not so

straightforward anymore. From equation (49),

92 4 1 9%nd ?2ﬂj
dN’iO >0 aNj20 p OP;00Njo > 0X;0Njo
dX z U <— 92 1 92t < H2gi

i

ON;00N;o ' pdPjodN;o 9X;0N;o
Adding one to both sides and substituting

foatl n 1 0% B O*nt n 1 0%
8N]20 p@PjoﬁNjo B GNZZO p@PioﬁNio’

which holds as g — 0, yields

6271_1' + l 827Ti + 827ri l 827.rz' _827Tj ?Qﬂ_i
6N30 P 8P108N10 BNJ-OBNw P 8Pj08Ni0 > 6X18NJ0 8X18N20
92nt 1 92xt < 92nt
ON;0dN;0 p OPjoONo 8X;0N;o

From Lemma 1, as 5 — 0, the expression on the left-hand side of (53) goes to

_aM;i=1) 14+2a—(20=1)Q% \ M;—1 |, a(M;—1)
4p? P (14Q7) {1+( o ) 2M; + M, }
(Mi+1)a2Qt
202 P} Py (14+Qi1)?

M;-1)(1+Q7;

Rearranging terms and substituting % = 5in0° ), this reduces to
i1 141

M, [_1_<1+2a—(2a—1)Qf1> M; —1 04<Mi—1)], (54)

a(M; +1) Q4 oM, M,

2(M;—1)
M,;—3

From equations (51) and (52), after canceling terms, the right-hand side of (53) is w=—4———

-
M;-3 —@5
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Thus, when QF, > =1

M;—-3’
ANy M, 142 — (2a—1)Q5\ M;—1  a(M; — 1) AMi=1)
= 20— ———|-1- - 2 W1
dX; a<Ml + 1) Q;kl 2M; M; MZ—3 - Q:l
or,
AN, 1+ 2a)(M; — 1) + Q% (3M; — 1 2M,; — 1
o sy (420006 - D FQREM-1) | 204-1)
dX; 200Q5 (M; + 1) M; —1— (M; —3)Q5
@i<ﬂ+%MMf4%H%®M—U)@L—L%M—QQ@+4Mﬁ—UM%2O
(55)

Clearly, there exists a @, such that for € (%,Q), the above expression is positive,

implying that negative primary campaigning by i increases in X;, and from the analysis

above, it is increasing for @} < %Z:é as well. Thus, if the incumbent is weak (e.g., due to a

poor reputation or limited resources), so that he is likely to be ousted by a challenger, i.e.,
Q5 € (0, Q), then the challenger’s primary campaigning increases as his reputation improves,
while the opposite holds if the incumbent is strong.

Next, consider the impact of increasing challenger i’s resources. We first show that it
results in increased negative primary campaigning by both challengers when challengers have

nearly identical endowments, preferences and reputations. To see this, note that when 5 = 0,

d*m! _ OPri0Pry —aly @y _ —a?Qy <0 (56)
aBz‘aNjO ONjo OB, Ni(1+Qi)? PA(1+Q7)*  ANpPA(1+ Q)3 7
and
8271'i GPT'Z'Q 8P7“Z-1 82P7"i1
= = M; — + M;Priy—=——
0B;0N; 0Ny 0B; 0B,;0N;
B * M;Q5, Q% aM;Qf (1 + 20 — (20 — 1)Q})
NipPi(14 Q) (1 + Qf)? 2NAPH(1+ Qi) (1 +Q5)?
L @M@y apMi@y(1+20 — (20— 1)Q5) 57)
ANHNA (1 + Q)3 ANR(1+ Q)3

ap( - 1) ( ma—na+aa—@a—n@m>
BN+ Q) 2M;Q7
ap(M; — D)((M; — D)(1 + 20+ QF) + 2aQ7)

= > 0.
16N;ZM; Q5 (14 Q7))

45



Then, it follows from equation (49) that as § — 0,

927t 1 9%t 9%rd
dNrL‘O 0 aNEO + ; aPioaNio 837;3]\/]'0
dB; > U= 92nt 1 92qt 2t
g BN]-OBNZ-O P apjoaNio 6BZGNZO
a2ﬂ,i + l 82ﬂ_i aQﬂ.i l 82ﬂ_1’, ?2Wj ?Qﬂi
8Ni20 p OP;0ON;o ON;oON;o p OP;0ON;q 0B;0Njq 0B;0N;o
< o2t 1 2t < ?27r7,' .
6Nj08Ni0 14 8P]'03Ni0 BBZGNZO

(M;—1)(1+Q7))

From equations (54), (56) and (57), and substituting for % — , rewrite this as
21

2M,Q%,
M, 1 1+2a—2a—-1)Q5\ M;—1 B a(M; — 1) - (M; — 1)(1+2a+ QF)
a(M; +1) A 2M; M; (M; = 1)(1 + 20+ Q) + 20Q7;
or. (14 2a)(M; — 1)+ Q5 (3M; — 1) B (M; — 1)(1+2a+ QF) <0
’ 20Q7 (M; + 1) (M; = 1)(1 + 2o+ Q) + 20Q7; ’
which always holds as M; > 1. Similarly,
o927t 1 9%xt 92 1 92xt 8%xd 827t
deO ON;oON;o p P;j0dN;0 + ONZ + p OP;0dN;o 0B;0Njo 9B;ONo
d_‘B >0 027t 1 627ril < 027t
t ONZ + p OP;0ON; 8B;ON;g
1+2a—(20-1)Q} \ M;—1 | a(M;—1) .
1+ ( i 1) 2M; + M; (M; — 1)(1+2Q+Qi1)

or,

Lo (HRemBenlOR) Mty o (M= 1)(1+ 204 Q) + 200,

il
which always holds. Thus, negative primary campaigning by challengers initially increases
with challenger i’s resources in the neighborhood of symmetry.

Finally, consider the impact of an increase in the relative payoff, M;, of challenger i. Note

that 813%7% = 0, while % > 0, as shown earlier. Then, from equation (49) and (50)
7 g 7 7
it follows that %]Xf > 0, %]X/}‘_) > 0. Since pFPjy = Ny, pPjy = N, positive campaigning levels

increase as well. Thus, the challengers’ campaigning levels and expenditure in the primary in-
crease. Note that the probability of a win for either challenger in the general election declines.

By the continuity of derivatives in /3, there exists a 3 such that for all 8 < 3 the result
holds. Lastly, it is easy to show that these results carry over to the case where the challenger

campaigns only negatively in the general election. [ |
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