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Abstract

We consider a committee in which each member can collect information of different preci-
sion. Voters have asymmetric information and diverse preferences that are two dimensional:
one dimension captures the voter’s ideology and the other dimension captures the intensity
of that voter’s preferences. We show that information and abstention are not necessarily
negatively correlated at the individual level. In equilibrium, voters collect different qualities
of information, and there are informed voters who abstain although they would have voted
had they not collected information. Moreover, some voters are more likely to abstain the
more informed they are. The larger the electorate, the less information a voter collects,
and the higher the turnout is. We also discuss the manner in which incentives to acquire

information are non-monotonic in terms of both concern and ideology.
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1 Introduction

Very few papers study equilibrium models of endogenous information in committees.! None
of them study abstention or roll-off. Considering that roll-off is usually explained as an
informational phenomenon (Feddersen and Pesendorfer (1996)), a nexus between information
acquisition and abstention seems appropriate. In this paper we study that nexus and answer
the question, who abstains in equilibrium?

We start with a traditional model of costless voting where voters have asymmetric infor-
mation and private and diverse preferences. Our set-up is based on Austen-Smith and Banks
(1996): an election between two candidates, in which one candidate is preferred in one state,
while the other candidate is preferred in the remaining state. Voters suffer no utility losses
for electing the "correct" candidate, but differ on the utility losses they suffer for mistaken
decisions. Our main innovation is that we allow voters to gather information selecting the
quality of a binary signal that is correlated with the true state of the world. We assume that
more informative signals entail a higher cost.

We also introduce a richer set of preferences. Traditionally, preferences in committees
are modeled with a single parameter that captures the ideological bias. This parameter is
sufficient to understand the incentives to vote with exogenous information. On the other
hand, because incentives to acquire information depend on the absolute level of utility losses,
restricting preferences to be single dimensional matters to understand the link between costly
information acquisition and abstention. To properly understand this relation, we assume that
voters differ not only on ideology, but also on the intensity of utility losses. As a result, and
in contrast to other models of endogenous information, voters collect information of different
quality in our model.

The existence of an equilibrium with voters endogenously collecting information of dif-

ferent quality does not follow from a straightforward application of fixed-point arguments.

!See Persico (2004), Gerardi and Yariv (2008), Gershkov and Szentes (2009), Feddersen and Sandroni
(2006), Martinelli (2006), Martinelli (2007), Cai (2009) and Li (2001).



We resolve this difficulty by transforming the problem of finding a fixed point in the space
of best responses to a fixed point problem in the space of "pivotal" probabilities. We then
proceed to study the voter’s behavior and the connection between information and absten-
tion. First, we show that rational ignorance (making decisions by consciously not acquiring
information) is driven by two different forces: 1) extreme ideology and 2) balanced ideology
with low intensity.

In equilibrium, abstention takes two different forms. On the one hand there is abstention
of the previously mentioned "rationally ignorant" voters with low intensity. On the other
hand there are voters who collect information and vote if this information reinforces their
bias, but abstain if the information goes against their bias. In a sense, the swing voter’s
curse happens because such a voter does not have information (Feddersen and Pesendorfer
(1996)), or because the signal received creates indifference regarding the candidates at the
interim level (Davis et al. (1970)). We show that among these informed voters there are
some voters who are more likely to vote the more informed they are and some voters who
are more likely to abstain the more informed they are.

Our model allows us to study in detail the correlation between information and absten-
tion. In particular we can answer the question, do marginally better informed subjects vote
with higher probability? While the question of whether informed voters show up more often
than uninformed voters may be answered positively, the effect of being marginally more
informed depends on the voter’s ideology.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. After reviewing the literature we present
our model in Section 3. Section 4 presents an existence result and a partial but detailed
characterization. In Section 5 we discuss the importance of our assumption about preferences.

All proofs are provided in an Appendix.



2 Literature Review

Our paper is related to voting models with endogenous information? and models of abstention
where voting is not costly. We discuss each branch of the literature below.

Feddersen and Pesendorfer (1996) is the first paper providing an explanation for roll-
off based on the level of information that a voter receives exogenously. They argue that
uninformed voters rely on their peers for decisions because, on average, their peers are better
informed. In essence, abstention is a type of delegation that occurs when a voter is poorly
informed. This is the traditional swing voter’s curse.® Feddersen and Pesendorfer (1999) by

4

introduce heterogeneity both in preferences and in quality of information.* They provide

examples where "individuals with better information are more likely to participate than

"> Hence, "because uninformed independents abstain

individuals with worse information...
and informed independents vote, the model provides an informational explanation for why
better educated individuals are more likely to vote" (Feddersen (2004), page 104). Both
Feddersen and Pesendorfer (1996) and Feddersen and Pesendorfer (1999) place the emphasis
on differential information. We show that when information is endogenous, the link between
information and abstention is more intricate and requires further consideration of the role
of the voter’s ideological bias.

The existing literature on endogenous information studies cases where voters collect the
same level of information in equilibrium.® Li (2001), Persico (2004), Feddersen and Sandroni

(2006), Martinelli (2007), Gerardi and Yariv (2008), and Gershkov and Szentes (2009) assume

that voters are homogenous (at least those willing to collect information) and/or that each

2Gerling et al. (2003) surveys models with information acquisition in committees.

3 Abstention has been also studied in other decision theoretic models as in Ghirardato and Katz (2006)
and Larcinese (2007)). Davis et al. (1970) assume that voters abstain because they do not gain much by
switching the winner (indifference) or they do not win much by selecting any winner (alienation); Davis et al.
(1970) study elections in which voters behave in that particular way. Shotts (2006) allows voters to signal
by abstaining in order to affect the outcome of a second election.

4Battaglini et al. (2007) provide evidence that the strategic behavior that leads to the swing voter’s
curse can be replicated in the lab.

Feddersen and Pesendorfer (1999), page 382.

5The only exception is an example in Li (2001) with a very particular type of heterogeneity in a two-
member committee.



voter can receive an independent draw from a common distribution. Cai (2009) assumes that
voters collect information before knowing their preferences and, consequently, that they are
homogenous at the information acquisition stage. Martinelli (2006) allows for heterogeneity
and the option of acquiring information of different quality, but restricts the environment so
in equilibrium every informed voter has the same incentives to collect information.

There is some evidence that information and turnout are in fact positively correlated.
Wattenberg et al. (2000) use survey and aggregate data on Presidential and House races on
the same ballot to show that information and abstention are negatively correlated. Coupé
and Noury (2004) use data from the National Research Council regarding the quality of
different research programs and find that roll-off can be explained by lack of information.
Larcinese (2007) and Lassen (2005) argue that information is endogenous and using an
instrumental variable approach provide evidence that information and turnout are positively
correlated.”

In our paper we argue that information may or may not be positively correlated with
abstention. The previous studies did not find this correlation because they compare aggregate
measures without conditioning for ideology at the individual level (which matters as we show
demonstrate) or because they define information in a coarse way. Wattenberg et al. (2000),
Larcinese (2007), and Lassen (2005) compare informed voters with uninformed voters; and
Coupé and Noury (2004) use three different levels of information quality to classify between
informed and uninformed. All of these strategies lead to testing the composition of the
electorate as a whole and without regard for the individual voter’s behavior.

To our knowledge the closest test regarding the effect of marginal information was con-
ducted by Palfrey and Poole (1987). They found that "[in the distance utility model]...the
probability of voting for Reagan increases with information level. The opposite is true for

Carter." (Palfrey and Poole (1987), pp. 526). They also found that the effect of information

"On the other hand Gentzkow (2006) finds that more Television exposure reduces turnout. He argues
that the correlation between information and turnout is positive given that voters have substituted away
other sources of information (newspapers and magazines).
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on turnout is positive but they separate the decision "to vote" from the decision on "who to

vote for," so they cannot properly analyze the effect of ideology on information acquisition

and the overall effect on turnout.

3 The model

There is a set of potential voters N with |N| = n who must decide between two options, A
and @; and there are two equally likely states of nature w € {a,q}. The winner is selected
according to the plurality rule, and if there is a tie the winner is selected by tossing a fair
coin.® The set of possible actions for a voter is {Q, 0, A} where Q (A) is a vote for candidate
Q (A) and () stands for abstention.

There are two classes of voters: non partisan and partisan. With probability a €
(0,1) a voter i is partisan. Partisans voters are described in terms of their behavior: with
probability &, € (0,1), a partisan voter is type = € {@Q, ), A} in which case she casts a ballot

x, where Z ¢, = 1. Non partisan voters have contingent preferences described by
IG{Q70’A}
2 . . .
6 =1{6,,0.} €10,1]": if A (Q) is selected in state ¢ (a), then the voter type § = {6,, 8, } suffers

a utility loss of 6, (6,) and there is no utility loss for selecting A (Q) in state a (g). Voters’
preferences are private information. If the voter is non partisan her preferences are drawn
independently from a distribution with a cumulative distribution function F on [0, 1]* with no
mass points. We assume further that no hyperplane of F' has positive measure (hyperdiffuse
distribution) so if we let g (f,) be any function we have that /dF (04,9 (0.)) = 0.2 We
assume that F', o and {ﬁQ, 19 A} are common knowledge. We refer to non partisan voter 7’s
preferences as her type, and to a "non partisan voter type 6" simply as a "type 6".

After types are privately revealed, she can select the precision of the information she will

1

receive: p € [5, 1] where p is the parameter of a Bernoulli random variable S which takes

8The existence and characterization results are robust to different rules and to asymmetry across states
as long as they verify some regularity conditions. Details can be provided upon request.
9We can ignore voters who are indifferent between strategies as in Caplin and Nalebuff (1991).



values on the set {s,, s,}. We assume that signals have the same precision in both states:
Pr(s, | p,w) = p for w € {a,q}. Information is costly and the precision cost is given by

C: [%, 1} — R., where we assume that:

Assumption 1 The cost function C is twice continuously differentiable everywhere in [%, 1}
and satisfies 1) C' (p) >0 and C" (p) > 0 for allp >3, 2) C" (3) >C(3)=C"(3) =0, 3)

limC’ (p) — oo.

p—1

The set of voters (N), the (common) distribution that characterizes these voters’ prefer-
ences (o, {4,&g, F), and the cost of information function (C'), constitute a committee. Since
non partisan voters decide the precision of the signal and how they vote after receiving the
signal, voter 7's pure strategy is both an investment function P’ : [0, 1]2 — [%, 1} and a
voting function V7 : [0,1]* x {s,, 54} — {Q,0, A}, such that P? () is the investment level
of non partisan voter ¢ with type 0, and V*(0,S) = (V*(0,s,),V"(0,s,)) is the vote cast
by non partisan voter i with type 0 given the signal 5.1 When we refer to a generic voting
function, investment function or strategy, we omit the superscripts that indicate types. We
will say that, if V? (6, s) = v for all s € {s,, s,} player i of type 6 uses an uninformed voting
function, and if V* (0, s,) # V' (6, s.), player i of type 0 uses an informed voting function.
We will identify strategies by their voting function.

The timing of the game is as follows: 1) Nature draws the profile of types as well as the
state, 2) each player ¢ observes her own preferences, 3) non partisan player ¢ privately decides
whether or not to acquire information by selecting p’ € [%, 1} , 4) each player draws a private
signal from the selected distribution parameterized by p’, 5) players vote simultaneously
after signals are observed and, 6) the winner is elected according to the plurality rule with
ties broken by a fair coin toss.

Conditional on the profile of strategies of all voters except i, we define the probability

that the winner is z in state w, when voter i votes v, as Pr(z | w,v). We also define the

10y (6, S) describes the voter’s behavior and (v, v,) €X? is notation to describe arbitrary strategies (vote
vg after receiving s, and vote v, after receiving s,) . When we want to refer to a particular vote, we use
just v.



expected utility of player i of type 6 when she votes v , and the state is w, as u’ (v | 6,w) =
—0, Pr((—w) | w,v) where we let (—w) = Q (A) if w = a(¢). The expected utility of player

1 of type 0 and investment choice p, when she votes v after receiving the signal s is

Upolbs)= > u'(v]0w)Pr(w]s,p) (1)
we{g,a}
Using (1), the gross expected utility of player i of type ¢ and investment choice p, for a

voting strategy (v,,v,) is

U (p, (vg,0a)) | 0) =Y U'(pove | 6,50) Pr(sy) (2)

z€{g,a}

We study Bayesian equilibria in symmetric profiles of pure strategies. Although we omit other
players’ strategies in definitions (1), (2), and Pr (z | w,v) the reader should understand that

player i’s payoffs depend on them.

Definition 1 A symmetric Bayesian equilibrium for the voting game is a strategy (P*(0),V*(6,.5))
such that: 1) forallj =1,..n, VI (0,5) =V*(0,S) and P’ (§) = P*(0) for every type 6, 2)

for every type 8, and for any other feasible votes (vy, v,) and p, the strategy (P* (8),V*(6,5))
satisfies

U (P(0),V"(0,8) | 0) = C(P*(0)) = U (p. (vg,va) | 0) = C (p) (3)

Note that when voters collect information they are planning on voting in a particular way
after every signal, but in our equilibrium definition we did not impose that, after receiving
the signal, the voter still wants to vote as planned. The next Lemma shows that the ex
ante condition (3) is sufficient for voters to vote as planned. This result is a consequence
of statistical decision theory (see DeGroot (2004), page 139) because for a fixed information

level the decision problem is separable in the signals which implies

Lemma 1 If the strategy (P*(0),V*(0,S)) verifies (3) then U*(P*(0),V*(0,s)]|0,s) >
U (P*(0),v" | 0,s) for each s € {4, 54}



Proof. See Appendix (A.2). m

If a strategy maximizes the expected utility of a particular type, that type is willing to
carry on with the planned voting behavior after every signal. This result becomes particularly
useful when the equilibrium characterization is presented.

It is useful to define the probability that an arbitrary voter j # i votes v, in state w,

when all other players but ¢ are using the strategy (P (0),V (6, 5)):

Pr(v|w)=(1-a) Z I(V(0,s)=v)Pr(s|P(0),w)dF (0)+af, (4)

pefo,1? “Etearted

where I (x = y) = 1 iff x = y and 0 otherwise. The first part of the right side is merely the
probability that a voter is non partisan multiplied by the probability that a non partisan
votes v. The second part is the probability that a voter is partisan, multiplied by the

probability that a partisan votes v.

4 Solving the Model

4.1 Voting Incentives

Recalling that Pr (A | w, X) is the probability that in state w candidate A wins when voter i
cast the ballot X we define the change in the probability of A winning when voter i switches

her vote from X € {Q, 0} to A in state w as
APr(w,X)=Pr(A|w,A) —Pr(A|w,X) (5)

It follows that the change in the probability of A winning when voter ¢ switches her vote
from @ to ) in state w is given by APr(w,Q) — APr(w,d). With some abuse we refer
to APr(w, X) for X € {0,@} and APr(w,Q) — APr(w, ) as the pivotal probabilities in

state w. The existence of partisan voters makes every outcome possible in equilibrium and



therefore:!!

Lemma 2 In any committee, A Pr (w,Q), APr(w,0) and APr(w,Q)—APr(w,0) are pos-

itive for each w € {q,a}.

Let 21;8’)(3 Lx_.4for X € {Q,0} and APr Zg; 25?8 8)) Lg_9. Using the definition
of expected utility in (2) and the fact that U’ (P* (), A | 0,s) > U* (P*(),v" | 0,s) for any
v # A (see Lemma (1)), a necessary condition for a non partisan voter type # to vote for A

after receiving the signal s is

| s,p)
Za T TMI5D) Looa Lo,
o [5.0) > max {Lq_a, Loo} (7)

Strict inequalities give sufficient conditions.

It is immediate to see that if p = § the set of types 6 that selects V (6, s,) # V (6, s¢)
has no mass: if a voter is willing to switch votes when the signals are uninformative she
must be indifferent between the two candidates and by assumption indifference has measure
0. Therefore, only uninformed strategies with V' (6,s,) = V (0, s,) and informed strategies
with P (f) > 1 and V (0,s,) # V (0, s,), need to be studied.

Recalling that a voting strategy is a pair (vy,v,) € {Q, A, }>, there are 9 possible voting
strategies. Six of them may be part of an informed strategy: QA, Q0, AQ, AD, 0Q, and D A.
It is clear that those strategies that involve information being used in the wrong way are not

optimal for a positive mass of players.

Lemma 3 The voting strategies AQ, AD or OQ are not optimal for almost all types.

"'For more general rules some care is needed. Details can be provided upon request.
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Proof. See Appendix (A.2). m

Now we need to consider only six voting strategies that may occur in equilibrium with
positive probability. In principle voters can be separated into six different groups: strong
supporters for each candidate (SSA for A and SS@ for @), weak supporters for each
candidate (WS* for A and WS® for @), abstainers (A) and independents (7). Weak
supporters for A (Q) vote for A (Q) if s = s, (s = s,) and abstain if s = s, (s = s,)
while strong supporters for A (Q) vote for A (@) without collecting information. Abstainers
do not collect information and abstain regardless of the signal received, and independents
collect information and follow the signal they receive. The question is which set of voters
will emerge in equilibrium and which will not be part of the equilibrium. Surprisingly, we
will show that all but independents are present while the presence of independents cannot

be guaranteed.

4.2 Information acquisition

It is straightforward to see that abstainers and strong supporters do not invest, while the
probability that a type uses a weak supporter’s strategy or is independent without performing
any investment is 0. Now there are three relevant investment functions: one for each group

that collects information (independents and weak supporters for A and (). We define

Definition 2 Let P : [0,1]* — [1,1] for v € {QA,0A, QB} be such that P* (9), P9 (0)
and P94 (0) are the investment strategy of weak supporters for A, weak supporters for Q,

and independents, respectively.

Using (2) for each of the possible optimal strategies with investment and the information

technology, we derive the optimal investment function implicitly as:

o) = Y 02T v e ®
we{g,a}

' (P (9)) = C'(P9(9)) —C' (P (9))

10



Since EE%C/ (p) — oo, there is some 7 < 1 such that P* () < n for all informed voting
strategies with x € {QA,0A,Q0}.'> The second equation in (8) illustrates that a player
type # using the strategy QA collects more information than she would have collected if she
were a weak supporter. Why is this the case? Imagine a voter that is considering switching
her vote from A to @) after signal s. That switch will change the outcome in the events
when there is a tie, and when A or () are winning by one vote. Now imagine the same voter
considering the effects of a change from A to (). That switch will change the outcome in
the events when there is a tie, and when () is winning by one vote. Note that the situation
where A was winning by one vote is not relevant in the case of a switch from A and (). In a
sense, abstaining after some signal reduces the marginal value of information.

For independent behavior to be optimal, the level of investment required must be high.
This is directly related to non-concavity in the demand for information (Stiglitz and Radner
(1984) and Chade and Schlee (2002)). Assume that 6, and 6, are low so there is little
investment in information acquisition. If 6, and 6, are very similar, the risk of introducing
noise in the electorate plus the investment entails a high expected cost in utility terms. The
non partisan voter prefers delegating to the electorate rather than voting for one or the other

candidate with very weak evidence. The next lemma states the result formally.

Lemma 4 A necessary condition for the independent behavior to be optimal with investment

(e -2

I-p N L(Z)—>A

level p, is

Moreover, if there is endogenous abstention with positive probability, independents must in-

vest a strictly positive amount.

Proof. See Appendix (A.2). m

121t is worth noticing that the restriction of P to the domain [0, 1]2 is not needed. This will play an
important role when we show that an equilibrium exists.
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4.3 Existence and Characterization

The information acquisition rule is a function of the voter’s type to the interval [%, 1} SO
finding an equilibrium among all possible information acquisition rules requires the use of
fixed point arguments in functional spaces. Usually a notion of compactness or monotonicity
is needed to show the existence of a fixed point in those spaces. Unfortunately compactness in
our case is not granted unless we severely restrict the information technology.!> We will also
show that information acquisition is not monotonic on the preference parameters. The key to
the existence result is that all cutoff functions and information acquisition rules for almost
every type change smoothly as functions of the pivotal probabilities. Since strategies are
fully characterized by those pivotal probabilities finding a fixed point in the space of pivotal
probabilities turns out to be equivalent to finding a fixed point in the space of strategies.
Hence, we first need to describe the equilibrium and then use its properties to actually show
that there is an equilibrium.

In order to formally describe the equilibrium we need to define cutoff functions that
separate types according to the strategy they use. There are six possibly optimal strategies
which imply that a particular type ¢ must perform 15 comparisons in order to decide which
strategy to use. Fortunately, there are some cut off functions that do not intersect in the
type space, which means that a voter does not need to make some comparisons in order to
decide how to vote. Sometimes if a strategy (v,,v,) yields a higher utility than a strategy
(vi,vl) it is the case that (vg,v,) is also better than a third strategy (v, v.). Moreover,
in some situations if a voter is willing to follow a particular strategy, her preferences must
be such that certain other strategies cannot be followed. For example, imagine the cutoff
function that describes the collection of types that are indifferent between the strategies

AA and Q0. This implies that there is some type # willing to vote in favor of A with no

13More technically, the quality of information may be a discontinuous mapping of the preference parame-
ters, even among voters who decide to collect information. The best response function is only a C° function
almost everywhere. This precludes the application of fixed point arguments for infinite dimensional spaces
(see Rudin (1973), in particular, the equicontinutity requirement in Schauder’s Fixed Point Theorem).

12



information (strategy AA implies p = %) but to abstain when there is information in favor
of A (strategy Q0 implies p > %), this contradicts that the information received is in favor
of A precluding the existence of such a type.

Each cutoff function will de described by a superscript that identifies which two strategies
are being compared. Let (v,v,) € {A4,Q,0}” and (vivl) € {A,Q,0}? be a pair of voting
functions that describe a strategy; let AU ((vgva) , (vhv),) | 04, 0,) be defined as the difference

between the utility derived from using v,v, and the utility from using the strategy v, vy:

U (P (04, 04) . (Vgva) | B4, 0a) — C (P (6, 0a)) (10)

/

U (P (0,60) , (vja) | 64:64) — € (P57 (6,,64))

!

We define the function g(”q”“):(”qvfl) (0,) such that type @ is indifferent between using the
strategy (v,v,) and the strategy (vjv)) iff 6, = g(”q”“):(”‘;”” (0,); implicitly g(”q”“):(”‘;”&) (0.)
is defined by AU* <(qua)  (vl)) | glvava)=(vgve) (6,) ﬁa) = 0. For a fixed set of pivotal
probabilities the ¢ function is only a function from the space of mistakes in state a to
the space of mistakes in state ¢ and its existence follows by the implicit function theo-
rem. In some cases we cannot assure that g exists so we need to work with a function
that maps mistakes in state ¢ to mistakes in state a. In such cases we are going to
use the letter h such that the type that verifies 0, = plvave)=(vivt) (6,) is indifference be-
tween the strategies (vgv,) and (vjv}); the function pvava)=(vyve) (6,) is implicitly defined as
AU’ ((qua) (vll) |6y, pvava)=(via) (Gq)> =0.

Four important comments are in order. First, technically ¢ is a function of every voter’s
strategy but the effect of every voter except i is aggregated via the pivotal probabilities. Sec-
ond, these functions are defined beyond [0, 1]*. Third, we cannot show that, ¢©@=9 (g,) or
R (QA)=(00) (6,) always exists. Nevertheless, we can show that, at least one of them exists and,

when both are properly defined, they are each other’s inverse: h(@4)=00) (g(QA):(W) (91;)) = .

Finally, contrary to all other cases, it may be that g(@4=09 (9,) > 1 (or A(@V=0) (9 ) > 1)

13



for all 6, € [0,1] (or 6, € [0,1]). In that case, being an abstainer is always better than
following an independent behavior.
Using the cutoff functions described previously, we can define the set of strong supporters

aS14

S84 = {00,110, < min {gAI=0 (g,) 9(“ 0a)}} (11)
SS9 = {0€0,1): 6, > max {g?9=@) (g,), g @D=Y (9,)} }

[

. is extremely low or extremely high,

Strong supporters for each candidate are located where
and the set SS¥ is located next to the set of weak supporters in favor of the same candidate
and sometimes next to the set of independents. This implies that abstainers or supporters of
candidate —X do not share a boundary with the set of strong supporters of X. Consequently,
in order to distinguish the set of strong supporters, it is sufficient to compare this strategy
with strategies that involve information acquisition. This implies that a type close to that
boundary behaves in different ways with respect to information depending on which group
she belongs to. Finally, a certain kind, of one shot deviation principle holds for this group of
voters. Indeed, we only need to determine that the voters prefer the uninformative strategy,

X X, to any informative strategy that always supports candidate X after signals s,.

The sets of weak supporters are defined as:

WSt = {6€[0,1: min {g@9=@ (g,), gOV=0 (§,)} > 6, > gAD=00) (g,)}

wse = {oe|o 17 : g@=00 (9 ) < 9, < gQI=@) (g} 9, < BQV=@Q4 0}

Note that the ideological dimension (g—z) of weak supporters is bounded above and below.

In addition to being surrounded by strong supporters, weak supporters can be surrounded

by independents, abstainers, or both. A one shot deviation principle also holds for this

1 Since its measure is zero we can assign types that are indifferent to any of the groups that provide the
same expected utility.
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group but its intuition is more subtle. Consider the case of weak supporters for candidate
A. These voters support A if the signal is s, and abstain if the signal is s,. The most
immediate deviation from supporting A after s, is abstaining while there are two possible
immediate deviations from abstention after s, (supporting A or supporting ()). Note that
the set of weak supporters for A is determined by the only possible deviation on one side
(a comparison with the strong supporter via g(44=04) (9,)) and the better of the two other
deviations on the other side (via min {g®V=@Q (g,), g@H=00 (9 )1).

The case of independents and abstainers is more delicate because they are separated by

the function ¢g@Y=0 (9,) or (@Y= (9 ) depending on which one is properly defined. We

define the set of abstainers A, when 1 > ﬁg:((;’g)) + 25:((;,2)) (so g@D=9) (9,) is well defined)

as
Lo—p > 3 > Lo, 0, < g @Y= (4,
A={ae0,1p: | 9" ! (12)
gV (0,) < 0, < g @O=00 (0,)
while if 1 < ﬁg;((j’g)) + ﬁg;((j’g)) (so RQD=00) (9 ) is well defined) the set of abstainers A is
defined by

LQ_@ > z—z > Lyga,0, < p(@A)=(00) ((9(1)

LgOD=00) (9,) < 6, < g@=0 ()

A=L0€(0,1): (13)

Independents are obviously defined as the complement of all these groups in [0, 1]2. Note
that abstainers are surrounded by weak partisans and independents, if independents exist.
Here the notion of one shot deviation does not apply: in order to reach abstainers from
independents two deviations are needed. While potentially abstainers are again surrounded
by three groups, independents, if they exist, can be surrounded by all other groups. Although
the definition of independents involves all relevant comparisons, the rest of the groups are
defined by a reduced set of comparisons. The next Proposition states formally that these

comparisons are necessary and sufficient to describe the equilibrium.
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Proposition 1 Let P (9), P?°(#) and P24 (0) be defined as in (8) and the sets WS,
WS?, 884, SS9, A and T defined as above. In any committee the strategy (P* (6),V* (8, S))

with

1. P*(0) that prescribes P () for 6 € WS*, P9 () for § € WS®, PP4(0) for 6 € T,

and P* (0) = L otherwise,

2. V*(0,9) that prescribes the uninformative behavior O for € A, XX for § € SS*
with X € {Q, A}, and the informative behavior DA for € WS*, Q) for § € WS? |
and QA for 0 € T,

18 a symmetric Bayesian equilibrium.

Proof. See Appendix (A.2). m

Although we cannot prove uniqueness of equilibrium, our partial characterization de-
scribes all symmetric Bayesian equilibria.

What is the intuition behind the equilibrium? On the one hand independents and abstain-
ers try to treat candidates similarly. The intensity of their preferences determines whether
collecting information can help overcome any minor ideological bias they might have. Ab-
stainers are rationally ignorant and do not support any candidate, and independents collect
information to follow it. Strong supporters for each candidate are sufficiently biased to over-
power the maximum amount of information that they are willing to collect if they were going
to follow the signals.

The interesting groups are the weak supporters for A and ). They are characterized by
weakly biased preferences so they do not want to treat both candidates similarly; behaving
as abstainers is ruled out. The maximum level of information they are willing to collect is
not enough to overpower their ideological bias when the signal contradicts it, so they are
not willing to rely solely on information to decide their vote. There are two strategies left to
consider. These moderately biased voters could decide not to collect information in which

case they would uninformatively support the candidate toward whom they are biased. Note
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that they could collect information and abstain if the signal favors the candidate they do
not favor ideologically. For those who are moderately biased this is the preferred strategy.
In essence these voters suffer the swing voter’s curse because of the combination of ideology
and information when the signal goes against their bias.

Once the description of equilibrium is complete we are ready to prove existence.

Proposition 2 There exists a symmetric Bayesian equilibrium. Moreover, this equilibrium

is characterized by the strategy (P* (8),V*(0,S)) in Proposition (1).

Proof. See Appendix (A.2). m

Note that we have shown that there is an equilibrium and that it is characterized by the
set of groups defined in Proposition (1), but nothing guarantees, yet, that there is abstention
in equilibrium. To see this let us assume that {; = 0'" and assume that every non partisan
voter actually is submitting a positive vote. Since there are an odd number of voters, the only
pivotal event is a tie, and relying on information or preferences to decide the vote is preferable
to abstention. Fortunately {; > 0 is enough for the pivotal events with positive probability
to include those in which () is winning or losing by one vote, which leads to endogenous
abstention. We prove this by contradiction in the next Proposition. The intuition is as
follows. If we assume that there is no endogenous abstention Proposition (1) asserts that
only SS4, SS9, and 7 are not empty so information is collected by the average voter. The
collection of information insures that in state ¢ (a) the event in which @ is winning by one
vote or tying is more (less) likely than the event in which A is winning by one vote or tying
which creates too much risk for those voters that collect information of poor quality. Hence
being an abstainer is the preferred strategy for those with low intensity and fairly balanced

preferences.

Proposition 3 In any equilibrium there is endogenous abstention since the sets WS#, A,

and WS? are not empty.

15We assume that £, > 0 to guarantee that there is endogenous abstention in equilibrium.
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Proof. See Appendix (A.2). m

Equilibria with abstention take basically three forms that can be inferred from the de-
scription of each group of voters. A first type of equilibrium is described in Figure (1).
There we have a situation in which strong partisans are surrounded only by weak partisans.
On the other hand when weak partisans are surrounded on the outside by strong partisans,
weak partisans with high intensity are additionally surrounded also by independents, and
weak partisans with low intensity are surrounded by abstainers. Abstainers and indepen-
dents have more balanced preferences, and they are ordered according to the intensity of
preferences. Since it might be possible that behaving like independents is not optimal for
some electorates, another form of equilibrium emerges when only abstainers are present in
the 45 degree diagonal. Figure (2) describes another class in which strong partisans share
a boundary with independents. The main difference here is that weak supporters are not
characterized by extreme intensity while some independents are characterized by a fairly
strong bias and collect enough information to overpower it. Figures (1) and (2) rely on
certain symmetry assumptions. If we rule out those symmetry assumptions we could have
one side (say those biased towards A) where strong supporters are only surrounded by weak
partisans, while the other side (biased towards Q) has strong supporters who are surrounded
by both weak supporters and independents.

It is important to note that, for low values of 0, and 0,, we know that the investment
condition (9) does not hold, and abstainers exists because g®=09 (9,) < g, < ¢g@0=00) (g )
for some 6. Recalling that independents collect a strictly positive amount of information( see
Lemma (4)), for low values of §, and 6, the separation of types close to the origin is given by
the functions g(@@=(@ (9,) (SS9 from WS?) ¢(@)=00) (9.} (A from WS?), ¢g@)=00) (g )
(A from WS?), and ¢gAM=04) (4,) (SS* from WS?). In Proposition (1) we show that,

¢ RA=@D) (g ) > ¢ @DO=00) (g ) > gOD=00) ( ) > ¢AD=04) (g
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n=4, N=4, k=3, o=0.1, & =0.338, & =383

1.pdf

Figure 1: Strong supporters are in red, weak supporters in yellow, independents in light blue and abstainers
in dark blue. The distribution of 6, is beta with parameters (2,2) and the committee consists of 4 (n = 4)

members that are partisan with 10% probability (o« = 0.1) and are evenly split between the voting options

(£, =&, =&5 = 3). The cost function is C (p) =4 (p — %)3

which gives

Proposition 4 In any equilibrium there is some o > 0 such that for every type that verifies

0, + 0, < o the group of voters are ordered clockwise as S84, WS4, A, WS? and SS°.

The fact that voters are ordered in this way leads to information that is non monotonic
on ideology for low intensity. First of all, let’s concentrate on types with the same level
of intensity; say 0, + 0, = [ and assume that [ is sufficiently low. Consider the case in
Figure (1) starting from 6, = 0 and 6, = ( and increasing 6, down the line 0, + 6, = (.
Information is nil first (when § € SSY), grows when § € WS® and is nil again when
6 € A; then information is positive when 6 € WS* to be nil again when 6 € SS*. Clearly

information is non-monotonic on the ideological level. On the other side if § is sufficiently
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Figure 2: Strong supporters are in red, weak supporters in yellow, independents in light blue and abstainers
in dark blue. The distribution of 6,, is beta with parameters (1,2) and the committee consists of 3 (n = 3)
members that are partisan with 10% probability (o = 0.1) and are evenly split between the voting options

(€, =€, =&y = 4). The cost function is C (p) = 2 (p — 1)*. The size of abstainers is significantly small,

large we move from WS® to Z and then to WS4, In this case information is not monotonic
either and it is possible to argue that more centrist voters will collect more information. The
relation between ideology, information, and abstention is more complex. In particular, we
cannot rule out that Z and SS* (or SS¥) are adjacent to each other. That is, we cannot
rule out that the functions ¢(@@=@4 (g,) and g44=(@4) (9,) are necessary to describe the

equilibrium as presented in Figure (2).

4.4 Some comparative statics

For a fixed N we have only provided a partial characterization because the "parameters" of
the cutoff functions g are endogenous variables. Performing comparative statics for a fixed N

turns out to be significantly difficult because we require a complete and full characterization
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of equilibrium. In this section we discuss properties of the equilibrium when the number
of voters is large. In particular we focus on the following questions, what is the ideology
of the voters that collect information, and what is the ideology of the voters that abstain?
Unlike Feddersen and Pesendorfer (1996) and Feddersen and Pesendorfer (1999), in our
model nobody abstains when the electorate becomes large. The intuition hinges on the fact
that investment is 0 in the limit which directly implies that weak supporters disappear when
N is large. The smaller the quantity of information collected by the average player, the more
a player relies on her own private ideological bias. In such case it becomes probable that a
player would rather follow her bias than abstain and delegate the decision to the rest of the

committee.

Proposition 5 When n — oo investment goes to 0 and the probability of a non partisan

voter abstaining goes to 0.

Proof. See Appendix (A.2). m
We now focus on identifying the regions that are not red in Figures (1) and (2) when the
number of voters is large. The following result links the presence of partisan voters with the

response of non- partisan voters in electorates that are sufficiently large.

Lemma 5 When the electorate is sufficiently large the set of strong supporters for X wverifies

1 (E-x —¢x)
/ F(6)d0 e 5+ a2

0eSSX

(14)

Proof. See Appendix (A.2). =

The intuition for this result can be traced back to Feddersen and Pesendorfer (1997):
for a sufficiently large number of voters the proportion of votes in favor of one or the other
candidate is close to being evenly split. Moreover, (14) shows that non partisans voters
compensate for the bias introduced by partisan voters. Indeed, when £, increases (while

€ is constant, which means less partisan abstention), the set of strong supporters for A
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decreases when N is large. In terms of Figures (1) and (2), there is a clockwise shift. This
implies that for a sufficiently large number of voters, the higher the partisan vote in favor
of A, the more ideologically biased toward that candidate are the voters who abstain and
collect information.

Note that an increment on the proportion of non partisan voters (the higher a)) has a
differential effect depending on the proportion of non partisan supporters for each one of the
candidates.

Assume the case {4 > £, which implies that increasing « increases the probability of
a vote for A by a partisan voter more that increases the probability of a vote for ) by a
partisan voter. Following the compensation intuition, we have a situation in which the set
of strong supporters for () increases, while the set of strong supporters for A decreases; and,
again we have a clockwise shift in Figures (1) and (2).

To sum up, a change in the electorate that raises the proportion of partisan voters who
support candidate A with respect to the proportion of partisan voters that support candidate
(), implies that the non partisan voters who are closer ideologically to candidate A will be the
voters that actually collect information in equilibrium. And this, in turn, implies that these
same voters that are closer to candidate A are also those who might decide to abstain. In
other words, the higher the proportion of partisan voters supporting candidate A, the higher
is the proportion of voters who rationally decide to become strong supporters for candidate
. Consequently, the notion of independent voters and abstainer is directly related to the

relative proportions of partisan voters.

5 Applications

5.1 The role of flexible preferences

In the model presented here, preferences are described by two parameters. It is traditional in

voting models to assume that utility losses are perfectly and inversely correlated (92 +0" =5,
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for all ¢).'% This assumption is sufficient to describe the voting strategy (see expressions (6)
and (7)), but the levels of these losses are relevant in terms of information acquisition (see
expression (8)). Behaviorally, when 6, and 6, are imperfectly correlated, we have voters
who care about both types of political mistakes (false positives and true negatives) and
care differently about them. We now illustrate why allowing for flexible preferences matters
theoretically: restricting preferences diminishes the model’s capacity of properly capturing
optimal abstention as a social phenomenon, and this restriction is not innocuous when infor-
mation is endogenous. In the next subsection we show why restricting preferences may lead
to undesirable conclusions and predictions about information acquisition and abstention in
committees.!”

Condition (9) in Lemma (4) implies that there is some p > 3 such that every independent
voter selects information such that P94 () > p. Let ©. = {6 € [0, 17010, +60, -1 < 3
and let’s assume that F is such that F (0 € ©,) = 1 for every ¢ > 0 so all the mass is
concentrated around the counter diagonal.'® Imagine also that in any equilibrium for every
0 € O, the information collected is not that good so assume P94 (#) < p. Independents will
not be part of any equilibrium, and every centrist voter will be an abstainer. In this case we
will conclude that only "intermediate levels" of ideology collect information (see Larcinese
(2009)).

Alternatively if P?4 (9) > p for every 0 € O, abstainers will not be part of the equilib-
rium, and every centrist will be an independent. Moreover, if some extra conditions hold,'?
there may be no equilibrium with abstention by non partisan voters. If F , (v OT (5 As €Q) are

such that the equilibrium is described in Figure (2) weak supporters will be driven away, and

16 Assumptions presenting heterogeneity as 0; — 0. =¢" € [-1,1] or Z—% = ¢" € [0,00] suffer the same
drawback presented here. ‘

1"We do not provide formal statements about these claims, but illustrate the potential problems that
might arise when we restrict attention to a particular level of intensity.

18 Although our assumptions prevent this situation when ¢ — 0 (the hyperdiffuse requirement on F), it
is easy to show that the existence and characterization results hold when we reduce the dimension of the
preference parameters.

9In particular, the set of weak supporters must be small and close to the origin.
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only partisan voters will abstain when we use restricted preferences. This restriction leads
us to conclude that abstention is not an equilibrium phenomenon: non partisan voters never

abstain.

5.2 The correlation between information and abstention

Let Pr (v # () | P,w) be the probability of voting conditional on the quality of the information

dPr(v#£0| P,w)

P and on the state w. It is obvious that 75

= 0 for all those who strictly prefer
not to collect information (SS*, SS¥ and A) as well as for those who strictly prefer to be
independent voters (Z). On the other hand in state a (¢), WS present a negative (positive)
correlation between information and abstention while WS® present a positive (negative)
correlation between information and abstention. At the aggregate level the correlation be-
tween information and abstention depends on the relative size of the weak supporters for
one candidate or the other.

Another question concerns the difference between the probability of voting with and
without information: APr(v#0|w) = Pr(v#0|P >0,w) —Pr(v#0|P=0,w). In
this case, only independents and strong supporters always vote, weak supporters abstain
with some probability, and abstainers do not vote. Clearly, APr (v # () | w) also measures
the proportion of voters in each group and captures the structure of the electorate more than

the actual correlation between information and abstention. Moreover, depending on which

is the actual state, the measure can yield stronger or weaker results.

6 Conclusions

Few papers study abstention as optimal behavior, and none of them allow for information
acquisition which contrasts with roll off being an informational phenomenon. Following
this idea, we presented a model of committees with abstention and endogenous information

acquisition using two interdependent innovations: we allowed voters to select the precision
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of the signal they receive and committee members’ preferences to incorporate differences on
the levels of both ideology and intensity.

In equilibrium, there are two classes of uninformed voters: first, abstainers, with balance
preferences and low intensity, and strong supporters for each one of the candidates, who
are extremely biased ideologically. Rational ignorance takes on two different forms. In the
first case, abstainers decide not to collect information and delegate on the other members
by abstaining and, in the second case, strong supporters always vote, although their votes
are not based on any information. There are also two classes of informed voters: weak
supporters for each candidate with a relatively low ideological bias, and independents
with balanced preferences and high intensity.

We show that information acquisition is not a monotonic function of ideology and inten-
sity: voters who have more at stake in an election may decide to collect less information.
Moreover, the optimal information acquisition function is discontinuous even among voters
who collect some information. This happens when voters, endogenously, use different voting
strategies because the value of information changes discontinuously.

Restricting preferences to a single dimension is not insignificant when information is en-
dogenous and abstention is possible. Because one- dimensional preferences do not allow
for intensity, strategies that depend on differing intensity may not arise in equilibrium when
preferences are restricted. Moreover, if those strategies that are dominated in the equilibrium
of the model without intensity utilize abstention as part of an optimal voting strategy, re-
stricted models fail to capture abstention as an equilibrium behavior. Therefore, we conclude
that restricting preferences may give misleading characterizations of abstention.

We show that correlation patterns between information and abstention are present as
long as we condition this correlation on particular groups of voters: some voters are more
likely to vote the more informed they are, while other voters are more likely to abstain the
more informed they are. Some voters abstain even if they have much at stake in the election

and have strong evidence in favor of one candidate. Abstention is not simply the result of
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poor information, but a more complex interaction between preferences and information. In
our model some well informed voters may abstain preventing this good information to reach
the electorate. Unfortunately a result regarding information aggregation is beyond the scope
of the paper. The principle problem when the electorate becomes large is to understand who
the "geometry" of the equilibrium changes.

Existing empirical studies of abstention and information only capture the relative size
of the different groups that emerge in equilibrium. In essence, the strength of such a test
depends on which equilibrium is actually represented in the data. Our model suggests
that this approach does not provide the entire story. Empirical tests need to consider the

ideological dimension to capture the differential effect of information acquisition on voting.
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A Appendix

A.1 Properties of cutoff functions

In characterizing the equilibrium we use heavily the difference in utilities between two strate-
gies AU ((vgva) , (vj)) | 04,0,) defined in (10), and the functions g(vave)= (vivt) (0,) and
p(vave)=(vira) (6,) implicitly defined by AU ((qua) (vll) | g (vqva)=(v52) (04) ,0a> = 0 and
AU ((qua) (vll) |6y, pvava)=(viv%) (Hq)> = 0 respectively. The next Remarks are useful

to define each one of the sets of voters. The proofs are provided immediately below the
statements.

Remark 1 ¢A=04 (9,) < g@D=09 (9.} for every 6, >0

Let E (x) C’' (z)x — C (z) and using (2), (8) and (10) we have that g®®=0% (g,) and
gAD=04 (9 ) are respectively defined as

L (PO (g00=00)(4,).6,))  APr(q,0)
g(04)=(00) (6,) 2

(15)

L (POY (gA0=04 (9, 0,)) _ APr(a,0)
0, 2
Applying the implicit function theorem to (15) and (16) it follows that g@®)=09 (g,) is

increasing and strictly convex and g(®Y=(44) (4,) is increasing and strictly concave. Using

(0A)=(00) (AA)=(04)
g9 (6(1) g (ea)
t g > Lp 4> —

(16)

properties of convex and concave functions we have tha
Remark 2 ¢(@=00 (g ) < ¢(@)=QQ) (9, for every 0, > 0
It follows the same line used in Remark (1).

Remark 3 ¢®)=@4) (9,) < ¢@O=9) (9 ) for every 0, > 0

Let the pair (%,%) be such that 5,1 = ¢(@O)=(00) (5,1) so (2), (10) and the definition of
L (x) give that

L (PQ@ (@,%)) APr(a,Q) — APr(a,0)

7 = 9 (17)
Using again (2), (10) we have that the type (%ﬁa) prefers (QA) to (DA) if
L (PQA (5q,5a>) - L <P®A <5q75a)> . APr(a,Q) — APr(a,0) a8)

0, a 2

29



Using the second line of (8) we have that the condition (18) is equivalent to

gaAPr (a,Q) 2— APr(a,) L C (PQA <§q’§a>> -C (P@A (5q75a>>

< (P (3,3)) (P (35) - P (0)) + € (P2 (3,)) P2 (3, 7.)

Using now that Eq = ¢(@0)=(%0) <§a> verifies (17) we have that the type <5q,5a> prefers (QA)

to (DA) if
' (P9 (00,0,) ) (P2* (04,0) — P2 (8,,8,)) (19)
- (o () -0 (% (5,0)) -0 (7 3,8)
(4 3,8)) (7 38) - 3,5)
<PQA (9 0 )) <PQA (9 0 ) poA @,5@)) (20)
> (b)) (7 (k) (k)

£ (P (0080)) (P (00r00) = P (052

Note that if PP (Gq,ga) > pia <9q, 9a> condition (19) gives that it is sufficient if

o <PQ‘A @;g@)) < C <pQ(ZJ <§q,§a>) -C (pQA <5q,5a)>
+C (PQA (%,%)) (PQA (%,%) - P @’5“))

and if P? (5,1,5@) < pia <5q,5a> condition (20) implies that it is sufficient if

o (P (i) = 0 (P (i) -0 (o (3,0))
Lo ( peA (’éq,'éa» (PQA (Eq,ﬁa) - P @75“))

Convexity of C' gives that the right hand side of the previous two conditions is always
positive. Since P@4 <9q,9a> > pha <0q,0a) and P94 <9q,9a) > pb <9q,9a), if the type

(5 [ ) verifies 5 = ¢(@0)=(00) (%) we must have that (5 ,5a> prefers QA to DA which
implies 9 > ¢(04)=(Q4) < ) by definition of g(®M=@4) (g,).

Remark 4 ¢ (9 ) > (< ) (=@ (9,) > (<) gAD=CA (9,). Moreover, if Lo_.g <

30



Assume first that g@=(@4) (9,) < ¢AA=04) (9,) so every type with 6, < g@=@4) (9,)
weakly prefers DA to QA and strictly prefers AA to DA; so AA is strictly preferred to QA
so for indifference between AA and QQ we must have that g(AM=(@4) (9,) > ¢@=@4) (g ).
On the other hand we have that every type that verifies g(44)=04) (9,) < 0, weakly prefers
A to AA and strictly prefers QA to ) A and therefore strictly prefers QA to AA and we
must have gA=04) (g ) > ¢(A)=@4) (g ).

Assume now that g@=@Q4) (9,) > gAD=04) (9 ) so every type that verifies §, > ¢®)=(@4) (g,)
weakly prefers QA to ) A and strictly prefers ) A to AA so QA is strictly preferred to AA and
we must have that g(A)=@4) (g,) < g@D=@4) (9,). On the other hand we have that every
type that verifies g(44=04) (9,) > 0, weakly prefers AA to ) A and strictly prefers A to QA
and therefore strictly prefers AA to QA and we must have gA4=04) (9,) < gAD=(@4) (g,).

For the second part we have that it is sufficient if g@®Y=@4) (,) < gAD=@4 (9,) when

Loy < Loa < Lp_4. Using (18) we have that every type with Eq = ¢g(04)=(Q4) (%)
verifies

’éqAPr (4,0) 2_ APr(q,0) poA (quféa)
ared_sman s )

= (P (6,0.)) - ¢ (P* (8,.0.))
o (P (3,8)) (P9 (3, ) - P (3, 0))

By concavity of C' and the fact that P4 <5q,5a) > poA <5q,5a) we have that

] (1- P94 (0,,0.)) . (1- P94 (0,,0.) )
< Lg_.a

2 < LQH@ — < — =
0, peA <9q, 9a> pA <9q, 9a>

where the inequality on the right follows by assumption of Lg_p < Lg_4. Using now (2),
(8) and (10) we have that gA4)=(@4) (9,) is defined as

A Pr (a, _
9a—§ Q_, (PR (g“AD=QY (9,),6,)) (21)
Cq . . _ ) . .1 9gAN=(QA) (g, 1-PRA(g(A)=(Q4)(9,),0,
which implies that g(4=(@4) (,) is strictly concave with QTG() = Lo—a—7ga (g(<gAA)—<QA>(ea),aa)) ;
(A0)=(Q4) (7 _PRA(g(A0)=(Q4)(7,) 3
using properties of concave functions we have that % > Loa : PZ - (g((gA =00 (b(f; 7)5’55 )

which implies that

gAD=(QA) (’g@) peA <g(AA)=(QA) <§a>,’§a> 5 P (%%)
b 1o per (q00-@n (3,).0,)  Pa1— P4 (5,0,)
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)

> QA(D o ~ ~
Note now that g d (eq,ea)) is increasing in 6, which implies that g(44)=(@4) (9(1) >0, =

2 1-PQA(6,0,)
gO=(Q4) @“a)'

A.2 Proofs

Proof of Lemma (1). The proof follows by contradiction. Let (P*(0),V* (6, 5)) verify (3)
but assume that there is some v’ such that for s, we have that U’ (P* (0),V* (0,5,) | 0, 5,) <
U'(P*(0),v" | 6,s,). This implies that the strategy (P* (6),(V*(0,s,),v")) yields expected
utility U (P* (0), (V*(0,s,),v") | 0) =

U (P*(0),0' ] 0,8,)Pr(sq) +U" (P*(0),V*(0,5,) | 0,5,) Pr(s,)
> U (P (0),V*(0,9)]0)

which contradicts that (P*(0),V*(0,S)) verifies (3) =
Proof of Lemma (3). We prove the case Af); the cases 0QQ and AQ are analogous. If a
non partisan voter uses Af), (6) gives

Pr(q|sqp) 0 . Pr(q | s4,p)
———— < —min{Lop_a, Lp .} < ———=
Pr(a|s,p) ~ 0, {La } Pr(a| sq4,p)

which is a contradiction since Pr (w | s,,,p) > Pr(w | s_y, p) for p > % Ifp= %, it is optimal
only for types that satisfy Z—z =min{Lg_a,Lp—a}. ™
Proof of Lemma (4). The proof uses this Lemma that is of future interest:

Lemma 6 A necessary condition for abstention is
LQH@ > LQ—PA > L@‘)A (22)

Proof. Note that some algebra gives that L4 > (<) Lg—a iff Lg—p > (<) Lg—a. Assume
then that Lo—.a < Lg_,a so the inequality (22) does not hold. Then (6) and (7) become

Prig|s,p) _ ba < Priglsp)

which implies for almost all types that, a positive vote, either for A or Q, is preferred to
abstaining. m

Using the optimal conditions for voting after receiving the signals, (6) and (7), we have

o . Pr(alsq,p) 0 Pr(alsaq,p) :
that it is necessary for independents that WsZ,p)LQH@ < < WS(L;L@H 4. Using that
Pr(glsq,p) _ Pr(alsap) _ _p

o 1—p 0 » . .
Prlalsip) = Prigscy) — Top» it Is mecessary that —FLgp < 3¢ < 75;Lo—a which gives 9).

2
Using the condition (22) in (9) we have that (ﬁ) > 1 and, p > 3 is necessary. W

Proof of Proposition 1. We focus on the sets of strong supporters for A (SSA) and
weak supporters for A (WS?), and on the set of abstainers (A). For these sets be check that
voters are maximizing expected utility by selecting those strategies and using the optimal
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information (condition (3)). The sets of strong supporters for @ (SS?) and weak supporters
for Q@ (WS®) can be analyzed by reversing the order of A and @ and the signals s, and Sq
in the analysis. Finally the set of independents (Z) can be defined as the complement of the
remaining sets of voters.

SS* is well defined by (11)

6Aui((AA(%’9(f’A)‘9q’9“) < 0, if 0, < gAD=A(9,) the strategy AA is preferred to

the strategy (0, A). On the other hand, since AU'(O. g) 00)0g.00) ), if 0, < g@v=00 (g,)

the strategy (0, A) is preferred to the strategy (0,0). Usmg Remark (1) if a type prefers
AA to the strategy 0A (0, < gAM=4 (9,)) that type also prefers the strategy AA to

the strategy 0. It is easy to see that aAw((AAg’gf’A)wq’ea) < 0 so0if §, < gAV=@A (g,)
the strategy AA is preferred to the strategy QA. Putting all together a type that verifies

0, < min { gAD=@D (9,), gAD=0D (§,)} prefers the strategy AA to QA, A and (0.

aAul((@m()%(((;;)w)\eq,ea) <0, if 0, < g@O=00 (9 ), the strategy () is preferred to the

strategy Q. On the other hand, since aAw((Qmé)}(QQ)leq 2) < 0, if 0, < g(QV=@Q) (9,) the

strategy Q0 is preferred to the strategy QQ. Usmg Remark (2) we have that a if 0, <
g@0=0) (9.} then a type that prefers ()f) to the strategy Q0 also prefers the strategy 0 to
the strategy QQ.

Using Remark (3) we have that if 0, < g@Y=@4 (g,) then () is preferred to both Q0
and using Remark (2) we have that ()() is also preferred to QQ. To finish the proof that the
set of strong supporters for A is well defined by ( 11) we have that the first part of Remark
(4) implies that min { gAV=@A) (g,) , gAD=0D (g,)} < g0H=@D (§,) so we must have that
0, < min { gAD=@4) () gAD=04) (g } 1mphes that AA is also preferred to Q0 and QQ
since the strategy AA is preferred to (D@

Using Remark (4) we have that when Lo ¢ < L4 < Ly_ 4 the only relevant compari-
son is between AA and QA since () A is not going to be used in equilibrium. In terms of the
cutoffs functions we have that if LQ_,@ < Lg—a < Ly_. 4 then gAD=04) (g ) > gAD=(@4) (g,)
which implies that SS* = {6 € [0, 1)°: 6, § gAD=@Y ()}

WS is well defined

Using Remarks (2) and (1) we have g®=@Q4 (9,) < ¢(@=00) (9 ) < @I=QQ) (9,) so
if 0, < g@V=@4) (9,), the strategy DA is preferred to the strategy QA and the strategy ()
is preferred to the strategies Q¥ and QQ. Now using that if g@®V= (9,) > 6, the strategy
(A is preferred to the strategy 00, and by the previous line it is preferred to the strategies
Q0 and QQ. Finally, if 6, > gAD=04) (g ), the strategy DA is preferred to the strategy AA.

Using now Remark (4) we have that Lo < Loa < Ly, A 1mphes gPA=@) (g,) <
gAD=04 (9,) so the set {0 € [0,1]* : min {g@V=@Y (4,), g®V=0D (9,)} > g, > gAD=01 (9,)} =
() which implies that WS* = (). Similarly Lo g > Lo .4 > Lg_.4 assures that WS # 0.

A is well defined

We want to show that the set of abstainers defined either as in (12) or in (13) is well
defined whenever g(@4=09 (9,) and/or R(@4=09) (9,) are well defined.

It is immediate to see that g®=09 (9,) < 9, < g©@=09) (9,) implies that () is preferred
to any strategy followed by a weak supporter. Remark (1) which implies @)= (g,) >
gAD=04) (9,) and Remark (2) which implies g(@D=) (9,) < g(@)=(@Q) (9,) we have that
gAN=04) (9,) < 0, < g @=@QQ) (9.} implies that ) A is preferred to AA and Q0 is preferred

Since

Since
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to QQ, so using the previous argument we have that ()() is preferred to any strategy followed
by a strong supporter.

It remains to show that abstaining without information is preferred to voting following the
signal. Using (2), (8), (10), and the function £ we define g(@4=0 (9,) and R(QD=00) (g ),
whenever possible, as

L (P4 (g@0=00 gy ) = ¢@=00 (g APr2(q7@) N 9aA Pr(a, Q) 2— APr (a,g)%)
APr(a,Q)— APr(a,0)

2

APr(q,0)
2

L (pQA (6, },(QA)=(00) 0))) = 0, + h@O=00) (g )
and using the implicit function theorem we have that ¢@=) (9,) is well defined when

A Pr(q,0 - - . APr(a,0
APr((j’Q)) # PO (g@O=0(9,) 0,) and R@V=D (g} is well defined when APT((Q’Q)) #1-—

peA (gq’ K (QA)=(00) (Qq))‘

Using (6) and (7) we have that a necessary condition for the strategy 00 to be used is
Lo_.p > Z—Z > Ly_, 4 where we used that abstention is only possible if Lg_.g > Lo > Ly_.a.
First note that if the left hand side of any of the equations in (23) is bigger than the right
hand side, we have that the strategy QA is preferred to 0f). Assume that (0} is indifferent to
QA so we must have the first line of (23) gives

6, APr(q, APr(q,0 A APr(a,(
A (P2 0,00 - Sl ) = (1= P2 0,00)) = S g )€ (P4 (0,8,)

Assume that (0,,0,) verifies that P?4 (6,,0,) < ﬁgrr—(% and since Lg_p > Lga > Lyp_a

by (22) implies that P94 (0,,6,) > 3 we must have that

@(PQA(QQ’QG) APY_@@)> . ((1_PQA(0q,0a)) APr—(a’@)) (24)

Lg-a - APr(q,Q) APr(@Q)
APrEa,Q;
0A APr(q,Q
P=%(0,,0,) > APr(a0) | APr(a,Q)

APr(g0) ' APr(q,Q)

Using again the assumption that P94 (6,,60,) < AAP},):((;’C%)) we have that

APr(a,Q)
APr <Q7 APr(q,Q)
A Pr ( A Pr(a,0) APr(a,Q)

0)

q, Q) APr(q,0) + APr(q,Q)
0)
Q)

Therefore, if ﬁlfrr((;’g)) +§§:((5”g)) < 1 every type that it is indifferent betweerAl g(? a;r)ld Qﬁ) \Eel("ai)ﬁes
r(a, r(q,

that P94 (0,,0,) > ﬁgf((j’g)) whenever Lo g > Ly 4. Now assume that APra0) T AP0 >
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1 and we have that the first line of (24) implies that

_Loa <1 — PRA(0,,0,) — Abr(a,f) ) > <1 — PRA9,.0,) — APr(a,0) )

LQ—’A APr ((l, Q) APr (CL, Q)
so we must have that (1 — P94 (6,,60,)) < 25:((5’3)).
Recalling that ¢(@=09 (g,) is well defined when ﬁgr (9.0) ; # pRA (g@A=0) (9,),6,)
and h(@V=0 (g,) is well defined when Fpredh # 1 — PeA (eq, h(@D=09) (9 )) we have that
ﬁg;((:’g)) + ﬁg:((;’g)) < 1 is sufficient to apply the implicit function theorem for (@)= (g,)

A Pr(a,d) A Pr(q,0)
and APr(a,Q) + APr(q,Q)

Finally Lemma (6) implies that if Lo g < Lga < Ly, 4 no abstention is possible and
the set of abstainers is empty.

It is easy to verify that the sets SS?, SS9, WS%, WSY, A and T cover all types in
[0, 1] without intersecting each other. m

n—1
Proof of Proposition 2. Let ¢ = (1_(EA+§Q)Q) and define the spaces

Xl = {(ﬁ,y) S [gAavl_ (£®+£Q) Oé:| X [5@0571_ (€®+£A) Oé]}
X2(¢) = {(%?Ja“az)E[¢a1]2><[¢71]21$+¢§U,y+¢§2}

> 1 is sufficient to apply the implicit function theorem for A(@H=00 (g ).

Let (z¢,2%) € X; be a generic element of the set X if we let w = a (w = q) so (z¢,x%)
plays the role of the probabilities a random non partisan voter supports A (@) in different
states. Let (yg, Y Yo ygg) by a generic element of the space X, (¢) so yj plays the role of
APr(w,0) and y§ plays the role of APr(w,Q) for w € {a,q}.

Let pi : [0,1]°x X5 () — [1,1— 1] ,i = 1,2, 3 be implicitly defined by (" (p!) = 2%

C'(p?) = w and C' (p ) _ Lo (vG- y"’)+9 (v —v) , and let n be such that C’ (1 —n) > 1.

So p' plays the role of P%4, p? plays the role of P4 and p* plays the role of P9? as defined
in (8). Now consider an element (yw, Yo Yo yQ) € X, (¢) and using (p*, p?, p?), we can define
the cutoff functions used in the characterization of equilibrium . Therefore, the sets of strong
and weak supporters, independents and abstainers are well defined. Using Proposition (1)
we have that P (X“), the probability of a vote for X € {Q, A} in state w € {q,a}, is

Pr(A%) = / p'(0) dF (0) + / dF (0) + / p* (0) dF () (25)
ews4 9SS 0eT

Pr(A49) = / (1—p"(0))dF (9) + /dF(0)+/(1—p2(6’))dF(0)
fews4 eSS4 0cT

35



Pr(Q9) = / p® (0) dF (0) + / dF () + / p* (0) dF () (26)

9ewWs® 0eSS° 0T
@) = [ a-re)re+ [ e+ [ 0-2)ro
9ews® 0eSSs® 6ecz

For functions (p!,p?,p®) and (yg,yg,ygé,ygg) € X5 (¢) we define the functions G%
Xy (¢) — X; for X = A, @ such that

G4 (W6, v5. vy vh) = €aa+ (1 —a)Pr(A°)
Gt (Y. v5. 6 vh) = Eoot (1 —a)Pr(QY)
Let (z¢,2%) € X; and we can define for [ € {z¥, 2%}

|23t N
71 (w) _ (n—1) ! Lo
Oty = 2 W12 ((1 @) @t xa’))) (27)

31 k
7o (I, w) _ (n—1)! x§ x4
(1= (a5 +a2)"" l Z k(R + D (n = 2k = 2)! <(1—($i’+$3’))(1—($?+$5’)))

where |7T'| is the biggest integer smaller than 7. Clearly 7 (w) is the situation where A and
@ are tied in state w and 79 (2¢,w) (72 (2%,w)) is the probability that candidate A (@) has
an advantage of 1 vote in state w.

Recalling A Pr (w, ) and APr(w, Q) we define the function K : X7 x X; — X5 (¢) as

K¢ (29, 25,21, 23) = ra(sgw)+m(w) and KY (x§, 2%, 2, 2d) = 71 (w) + TQ(W’W);TQ(W’W) so KY
gives APr (w, ) and KY gives A Pr (w, Q).%

Now we have all the elements to show that an equilibrium actually exists. Take an
arbitrary element of S = (X;)® x X, (¢), define the function I' : S — S such that [' =
{Gg, O G4, GqQ, Ky, K;J}, where the components are defined as above. We are going to
show first that actually I' is a continuous function.

For continuity of (GY%, &, G, G‘é) we first observe that all the cutoff functions that
determine the types (weak and strong supporters, abstainers and independents), are well
defined and continuous for (yg, 47, v, y) and (p', p?, p?) as defined above. Therefore Pr (4*)

and Pr(Q“) are continuous on (yg,yg ,yé,yé) when we consider that (p',p?, p3) are also
continuous and well defined for yi € [¢,1], y& € [¢,1]. The fact that K is continuous in
(2, 25, 21, 1) follows trivially by continuity of 75 (I,w) and 71 (w) in (z¥, 25, 1, 2%). X; and
X5 (¢) are convex and compact, so Brouwer’s fixed point theorem holds (Border (1985)) and
there is some x € S such that I'(z) =z. m

Proof of Proposition (3). We need to show now that there is abstention in equilibrium.

Tmagine that x5 (z¢) is the probability of a vote in favor of @ (A) in state w and imagine a voter
considering switching her vote from () to A. Then #

T2 (25 ,w)
2

is the increment in the probability of A winning

because a tie is broken and is increment in the probability of A winning because a tie is created.
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First we prove the following Lemma

21
Lemma 7 Let T (y; h Z k,h, o= 1 k i (y)*; T(Tk(z)l) is increasing in y.

Proof. Using the deﬁmtzon of T (y; h) we have that

’VL 1

k
Tk +1) 1+ Z k'(k+1)' n— 1 2%)! ()
i =(n+1) -2

T(y7 k) 7_1J
k
1+ Z k'k'n 1 SR (v)

Taking derivatives with respect to y we have

5-1] 3-1)
(n=1)! k (n—1)! k
Z r—D)I(k+D)(n—1—2k)! () L+ Z RTRI(n—1—2k)! ()

T (y;k+1)
d < Ty(y;k) ) - (n + 1) k=1 k=1
&y y 1) ;

k
L+ Z k'k'n 1 2k: (v)

-1] 5-1)

(n—1)! k (n—1)! k
L+ Z RI(k+1) (n—1—2k)! () Z Dk (n—1_2k)! ()
(n+1) k=1 k=1

2

Yy |2-1]
k
L+ Z k'k'(n 1 2k ()
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5-1] |2-1]
(n_l)' k n 1' k
T(y;k+1) k!(k+1)!(n—1—2k)!k(y) 1+ Z El(k+1)(n—1—2k)! (k+1)(y)
d( T(yik) ) () \ M
dy Y *—1J 2
_ (=D Nk
1+ Z TR (n—1—2k)! (v)
[5-1] - ) | 2-
n—1)!
L Z kl(k+1)(n—1-2k)! ) Z k! k+1 (n— 1 2k)! ik (k1) ()"
(n+1) k=1
a 2
Y 13-1]
n—1)! k
1+ Z k!k!((n711)72k)7 (v)
k=1
1)
(n—1)! 2 (0
Tlyksl) Y mEnerek )
d( T(y;k) ) o (n+1) k=1
- 2
W v 5-1)
(n—1)! k
1+ Z KR (n—1—2k)! ()
k=1
[5-1 11
(n=1)! k (n—1)!
Z k!(k+1)!(n—1—2k)!k(y) Kl (k+1)!(n—1—2k)! (kf—i—l)( )
n+1 k=1
NCES) 2
Y 151
n—1)! k
1+ Z k!k!((n—ll)—Zk)! ()
k=1
1 [3-1
(n—1)! k (n—1)!
A D120 (Y) Z ik (B + 1) (y )"
(n+1) \ *! k=1
a 2
Y [5-1]
n—1)! k
L > et )
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S0

(n—1)!

(h—D)1(k+ 1) (n—1—2k)!

(n—1)!

k
R+ 1) (n—1—2k)! ()

()"

k=1

RNk 1) (n—1—2k)!

(n—1)!

(k+1) (»)"

[5-1 -
n—1)! k
Z ik (k1) ()
k=1

1+ iz;lj e ()" |
so it is sufficient to prove the result if
LZJ g reedy Lillj T D
= sz;lj Rk 1()7;(;1_)!1 —ao " ijj TG+ 1(5?(;1_)!1 —o/ U+ D
szf fz;lj Kk + 1()7;(;1_)!1 TS T AR Ay 1()7(; 1—)!1 —2))! ()™
- Lillj Lff T U e oz
02 ijj Lillj I 1%7(711_)!1 oG+ 1()7(; 1_>!1 oy kDI (28)

where we have replaced the index k for j appropriately in the first expression. Note that the
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right hand side of (28) is equivalent to

[5-1) [5-1]
(n—1)! (n—1)! .
2 RU(E+ D —1=2k)1 (G + D (n =1 = 2j)! (k=7)i

)j+k

(n—1)! (n—1)! N2 ek
SR DI Dy ey raes w7 e Y s g T GREJC)

[5-1] L%:J
(n—1)! (n—1)! NN
" — k!(k+1)!(n—1—2k)!j!(j+1)[(n_1_2j>!k(k—3)(y) o
[3-1) [3-1]
(n— 1! (n—1)! ek
; o M) (=12 G T =1 =gy F W)
[3-1] [5-1]
— (n—1)! (n—1)! NN
D DR Sy e T VR R R Ty A ()™
[5-1] [3-1]
(n—1)! (n—1)! o L
" j=1 k=1 k!(k+1)!(n_1_2k)!j!(j+1)!(n—1—2]')!](‘7_k)(y)k

(n—1)! (n—1)!

: o ; k!(kﬂ)!(n—1—2k)!j!(j+1)!(n_1_2j)!(’f—j)j(y)”’“
L) 13-
_ (n—1)! (n—1)! U
-4 D I s R I T A A

The next Corollary follows from Lemma (6) and presents sufficient conditions from ab-
stention that are easier to check:

Corollary 1 There is abstention for some positive mass of types if
Pr(A Pr(A

r(A]a) | Pr(4]g)

Pr(Q | a) Pr(Q | q)

Proof. Using the definition of Lx_a for X € {0,Q} we have that Lg—a > Ly is

equivalent to 25?8:85 > 25?%2:8;. Using (27) and replacing x with Pr (A | w) and x3 with

(29)
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Pr(Q | w) we have that

APr(w.0) — T2 (Pr(Q | w)) + 71 (w) (30)

2
APr(w,Q) = APY(W’®)+72(PT<A|w),w)—|—7'1(w)

50 Loa > Ly 4 is equivalent to

T2 (Pr(Ala),a) =72 (Pr(Q|a),a) - T2 (Pr(A]q),q) —m2(Pr(Qlq),q)
T1(a) + 72 (Pr(Q [ a),a) 71(q) + 72 (Pr(Q | q),q)

so it is sufficient if % >1> %. Using (27) we have that condition (29) is
necessary and sufficient for a positive mas of non partisan voters abstaining in equilibrium.

Now we are ready to show that there is abstention. We are going to prove by contradiction
so assume that there is no endogenous abstention in equilibrium. For any fixed N Proposition
(1) we have that Z # () so there is information acquisition in equilibrium and since abstention
is exogenous and the same in both states we must have that

Pr(A]la) > Pr(A]q) (31)
Pr(Qfa) < Pr(Q]qg)

Note that, since there is no endogenous abstention, (22) cannot hold which implies one of
the next three possibilities: gigg'@; > gggm, giggizg <1, or ggg"‘;g > 1.

Case 1:

Note that we must have Pr(Q | a)Pr(A|q) > Pr(Q | q)Pr(A|a) which contradicts
that there is information acquisition in equilibrium so (31) must hold.

Case 2:

Assume the second case (gigg'ﬁg < 1) which implies the following order of probabilities of
voting for candidates given the state

Pr(A]q) <Pr(Ala) <Pr(Q|a)<Pr(Q|q) (32)
and also that
Pr(4]q) ) Pr(dla)  _1
PrQlq)+Pr(Alq) ~ Pr(@Qa)+Pr(Ala) =2
1 P@g Py
2 7 Pr(Qfa)+Pr(Ala) Pr(Q[q)+Pr(A|q)

since there is no endogenous abstention and abstention does not depend on the state. Note
that the function fi (z) = 2 (1 — x) is single peaked which implies that

Pr(A | a) Pr(A|q)
h (Pr@ @) 1 Pr(A] a)) > (Pr@ )+ Pr(A) q>) (33)

41




so we must have that

( Pr(A|a) Pr(Q | a) )’“
(1= (Pr(A|a)+Pr(Q|a))) 1—(Pr(A|a)+Pr(Q\a>>)

_ (s Pr(A | a) (Pr(Ala)+Pr(Qla) \*

— "\ Pr(@Q|a)+Pr(A]a) (1—(Pr(A|a)+Pr(Q|a)))

- (fl( Pr(A]q) ))k< (Pr(A]q)+Pr(Q]q) >2k

Pr(@lq) +Pr(Alq) (1= (Pr(A]q)+Pr(@]q))

where the second line follows because Pr(Q) |¢) + Pr(A|¢q) = Pr(Q|a) +Pr(4]|a) =
1—(1—¢4—¢,) a, the third line follows by (33), and the last line follows since abstention
is constant across states. Using (27) from Proposition (2) with Pr (A | w) instead of z¢ and
Pr(Q | w) instead of x4 we must have that 71 (a) > 71 (¢) and 72 ([,a) > 72 (1, q).

Recalling (1) we have that is necessary and sufficient for abstention that the following
inequality holds:

. 1) 5 (34)

where
’7\:2 (W> _ To (l,w) 1
(1= (af +a))"" (L= (af +ag))" '

Note that we can manipulate the sufficient condition (34) to get:

Pr(Qa)—Pr(dla) _ Pr(@|g-Pr(4]q)

7@ TPr@la) 2B +PrQla)
%EZ; (Pr(Q|a)—Pr(Afa))+Pr(Q|a)Pr(A|q) < ;;EZ; (Pr(Q|q) —Pr(A]q) +Pr(Q|q)Pr(A

Recalling that 0 < Pr (Q | a)—Pr(A | a) < Pr(Q | ¢)—Pr(A | ¢) by (32),and Pr(Q | ¢) Pr (A | a) >
Pr(Q | a) Pr (A | q) by the fact that there is information acquisition, if = Tl(a) > :;EZ; we have
that (34) hold.

Pr(Alw) Pr(@lw) .
T k+1
((1—<Pr<A|w)+Pr(Q\w>>>2’ +1)

Recalling the definition of T (y; k) in Lemma (7) we have that

T( Pr(A|w) Pr(Q|w) k) -
_ (1=(Pr(Alw)+Pr(Q|v)))2’
y Using the result in (33) we have that Lemma (7) gives that :j(zg < Zf—ggg since
Pr(Ala) Pr(Qla) Pr(Alq) Pr(Qlq)
(1—(Pr(Ala)+Pr(Qla)))? (1—(Pr(Alq)+Pr(Qlg)))*”
Case 3:
The case 22419 > 1 follows uses that it must be that

Pr(Qlq)
Pr(Qla) <Pr(Q|q) <Pr(Alq) <Pr(A|a)
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and (33) implies that 71 (a) < 71 (¢) and 72 (I, a) < 72 (I, q). Since (34) cane be written as

Pr(Ala)—Pr(@fa) _ Pr(dlg)-Pr(Qlq)

LU+ Pr(Q|a) 2 1 Pr(Q] q)

71 (q 71 (a
(2@ +r@la) @l -Pr@la) > (2 +PrQla) Pr(ala)-Pr@l )

72 (q) 72 (a)
and since Pr (A | a) —=Pr(Q | a) > Pr (A | q) —Pr(Q | ¢) it is sufficient if %Egg > %EZ; Using

T( Pr(A|w) Pr(Q|w) . 7k+1> ~ ~ _
again that —G—ClliZi@Ll) o/ — :igzg, Lemma (7) gives that :fgg; > ZEZ; since now
<<1—(Pr<A|w)+Pr<Q\w>>>2’ )

. . Pr(Ala) Pr(Qla Pr(A|q) Pr
(33) implies that GG S G < Tt ro T
Proof of Proposition (5). The first part follows by noting that A Pr(w, Q) — 0 when
n — oo.
Using that no information is collected in the limit we have that Pr(A | w) = Pr(A) and
Pr(Q | w) = Pr(Q) which implies that inequality (29) in Corollary (1) does not hold and
abstention by non partisans voters has measure 0. m

Proof of Lemma (5). Note that if there is information acquisition (31) must hold. Note
also that the argument in Proposition (3) to rule out the orders g;gglg; > E;Egl“;g, EEESE; <1,

or % > 1 does not depend on the fact that there is no endogenous abstention but just

on (31). This implies directly that if there is abstention it must be the case that condition
(29) also holds.

Using now that in the limit we must have that almost no information is used we must
have that SXdle) — 1 = A9 4 for sufficiently large N it must be that there is some

Pr(Qla) — © 7 Pr(Qlg)
1 > 0 such that

¢ >Pr(Ala)=Pr(Qfa)>0>Pr(Alq)-Pr(Q[q)>—9

Since in the limit there is almost no information we must have that

alg + /f(@)d&%a{A—l— /f(@)d&

0eSS? eSS4

which gives the result m
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