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Abstract:
Do distributive benefits increase voter participa® We argue that the government's delivery of
distributive aid increases the incumbent party'sdut but decreases opposition party turnout.
The intuition here is that an incumbent who debwvaistributive benefits to the opposing party's
voters partially mitigates these voters' ideologaggosition to the incumbent, hence weakening
their motivation to turn out and oust the incumb&¥é corroborate these predictions using
individual-level data on FEMA hurricane disasteat awards in Florida, linked with voter turnout
records from the 2002 (pre-hurricane) and 2004t{pogicane) elections. In particular, FEMA
aid delivered during the week just before the Nolwen2004 election had an especially large
effect, increasing the probability of Republicamc(imbent party) turnout by 5.1% and
decreasing Democratic (opposition party) turnouByo. By contrast, we conduct several
placebo tests showing that FEMA aid delivered imiaietly after the November 2004 election

had no effect on election-day turnout.



Do government distributive benefits increase vatarout? Scholars have long argued that
non-means-tested entitlement programs cause imc&asiout among their beneficiaries. For
example, the recipients of agricultural subsidi@elfinger and Rosenstone 1980), Social Security
(Campbell 2002), Medicare and veterans’ benefiexife, Schlozman, Brady, and Nie 1993;
Mettler and Stonecash 2008) exhibit higher turmatés than non-recipients. At the aggregate
level, counties and congressional districts respgomacreased distributive spending with higher
turnout (Ansolabehere and Snyder 2006; MatsubayaghiVu 2009). A commonly hypothesized
explanation for this positive turnout effect is 8myur Martin Lipset’s (1960) classic argument that
one’s decision to turnout depends upon the perdéretevance of government policies to the
individual” (190). Under this theory, as articuldtey subsequent scholars (e.g., Campbell 2002;
Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1980), the delivery afithigtive benefits motivates recipients to
protect their stake in these spending programsaltjcypating in politics through voting.

However, there is reason to question whether thagtige relationship between distributive
benefits and turnout should hold for all votergarelless of their partisanship. A voluminous
literature on political behavior, beginning withe American Voteargues that voters’ responses to
political events are conditioned by their partitapsVoters’ partisan identification serves as a
“perceptual screen through which the individuabteto see what is favorable to his partisan
orientation” (Campbell et al. 1960, 133). Partisapsffects voters’ subjective judgments, such as
their approval of Presidential performance (Bar2€182), as well as objective evaluations, such as
assessments of the economy (Gerber and Huber 2009).

In this paper, we draw upon the political partitipa theory described by Lipset (1960),
Wolfinger and Rosenstone (1980) and Campbell (2G0%) we revise and extend this classic
theory to account for voters’ partisan biases @irtretrospective evaluations. Our theory preserves

these authors’ original intuition that the reciggeaf distributive benefits are motivated to vate i



order to protect their future benefits. But ourdttlyealso revises this argument by accounting for
voters’ partisan biases in deciding whether to tut Our theory predicts that distributive
spending can affect voter turnout in opposite dioes, depending on the voter’s partisanship:
Voters who share the incumbent’s partisanship respo benefits withncreasedurnout. But
voters who align with the challenger’s party resptmbenefits wittdecreasedurnout.

The intuition behind this asymmetric result is @tofvs. Each voter has an ideological
preference for either the left or right-wing paittyt voters also generally prefer politicians who
prioritize the delivery of distributive benefitseHce, a voter who receives benefits from a same-
party incumbent will respond with increased turnoutrder to enhance the probability of re-
electing the incumbent. By contrast, a voter whamities with the challenger’s party prefers to
expel the incumbent for ideological reasons. Btheéfincumbent delivers benefits to this opposite-
party voter, the voter may respondrmt turning outo vote, as the incumbent’s distributive
generosity has mitigated the voter’s motivationtst the incumbent.

Borrowing from the vast literature on retrospectraéing (e.g., Fiorina 1981; Ferejohn
1986), our theory allows voters to retrospectiyatige the incumbent’s distributive policy. The
voter observes the incumbent’s disaster aid palieyforms updated beliefs about the incumbent’'s
prioritization of disaster aid. Hence, an incumb&ho delivers pre-election aid develops a
reputation as being likely to deliver such aidha future, thus enhancing her favorability among
voters regardless of partisanship. If the incumizenght-wing, then this enhanced reputation may
convince a left-wing voter to simply abstain frooting, as the incumbent’s superior record on
disaster aid has weakened the voter’s overall erets the incumbent and motivation to oust her.

Empirically, we test these predictions of this fairmodel using a detailed records of 1.1
million households that applied for Federal Emecgedvianagement Agency (FEMA) disaster

assistance during the summer 2004 hurricane seasbpyior to the November 2004 Presidential



election. We link these applications to voter rizgigon and turnout records. By comparing
individual voters' turnout in the 2002 (pre-hurneaand 2004 (post-hurricane) elections, we find
that the awarding of FEMA aidcreasesRepublican (incumbent party) voters’ turnout while
decreasingdemocratic (challenger party) turnout in Novemd@d4. We also analyze FEMA aid
awarded at the voting precinct level, finding tthet awarding of FEMA aid causes a statistically
significant increase in President Bush's vote simalk®vember 2004.

Two further findings help to establish the causadction of this effect. First, FEMA
awards delivered in the weglst beforethe November 2004 election had an abnormally large
effect, increasing the probability of Republicamc(imbent party) turnout by 5.1% and
decreasing Democratic (opposition party) turnouByo. By contrast, our placebo tests find
that FEMA aid delivered immediatehfter the November 2004 election had no effect on
election-day turnout.

We proceed as follows. The first section intuitiwvdescribes our theory and explains the
two testable predictions of this theory concerrimgeffect of disaster aid on voter behavior. A
more detailed formal model of this theory is présdnn the Online Appendix. The second section
describes the process by which FEMA distributedsdes aid to hurricane victims in 2004. Third,
we conduct several tests of the formal model'sigtieds using our individual-level data on FEMA
aid applications, linked to individual voter turnwacords and precinct-level election results.

Finally, we address eight empirical concerns amedqt robustness checks to address these issues.

A Theory of Disaster Aid and Voter Turnout
In this section, we intuitively present this marnyst's theory and explain the two testable
predictions of the theory. In the Online Appendie present a formal model that derives these two

predictions. Because of space constraints, thisosesimply summarizes the key features and



assumptions of the model and informally explaimsithuitive logic of the theory.

1) Politicians’ Ideologies and Typed o set up our theory, suppose the incumbentgeasi
is ideologically right-wing, and the challenger dalate is left-wing. We choose this illustration in
order to mirror the empirical setting of this maenyst, which examines the 2004 election with a
Republican incumbent and a Democratic challenger.

We assume there are two types of politicians: &wadso prioritize disaster aid and those
who do not. A president might not prioritize disastid because she instead focuses her attention
and public resources on other policy issues. Ifaunal model, we assume that Nature randomly
chooses each politician's type, and we assume tivegaolitician types are distinguished by their
utility preferences over delivering disaster aidoditician's type is independent of her ideology.

Voters do not become aware of a politician's typi they observe the president making a
policy choice on disaster aid. Hence, having olethie incumbent in office during the previous
term, voters gain certainty about the incumbewps,tbut they remain uncertain about the
challenger's type. As an illustrative example, kotaight have been uncertain about President
Bush's type prior to September 2005. But afterritense public scrutiny of FEMA's response to
Hurricane Katrina, voters updated their beliefs dedeloped stronger and more specific views
about the Bush administration’s prioritization africane relief efforts. In this sense, an incuntben
with a reputation for delivering disaster aid esj@y'valence advantage,” independent of voters'
preferences over candidates on the ideologicalmbiog, as modeled by Groseclose (2001).

2) Voter interestsFollowing Dixit and Londregan (1996), Persson &abellini (2000),
Stokes (2005), and other models of distributivatios| we first assume that voters have ideological
preferences as well as a preference for receivstglulitive benefits. Second, we follow previous
models by assuming that the act of turnout is gdetl voters (e.g., Aldrich 1993). Hence, a voter

turns out only if her preference for her favoreddidate is sufficiently strong.



Consequently, in our theory, the delivery of huane aid to the voter prior to the election
can affect voter behavior in one of three waythdfvoter has a strong ideological preference for
the incumbent, then delivering aid prior to theceten may further motivate the voter to turn out in
order to secure the incumbent’s re-election. Ifibier has a strong ideological preference for the
challenger, then pre-election aid from the incuntinealy induce the voter to stay home by
mitigating the voter’s hostility toward the incunmbeAnd finally, if the voter is ideologically
indifferent between the two candidates, then thiealy of aid might sway the voter's preference.

3) Why Does Disaster Aid Affect Republican and Desratic Turnout Differently?
Regardless of voter ideology, the delivery of plesgon disaster aid is an informative signal that
enhances the voter's belief that the incumbentaggiin deliver aid in the future. Hence,
regardless of who the voter prefers ideologicdhis enhanced belief always increases the voter's
expected utility from having the incumbent reeldcte

Whether this enhanced belief increases or degd¢as®ut depends on the voter's
ideological preference over the two candidatethdfvoter is right-wing and already prefers the
incumbent on ideological grounds, then this enhdt@dief induced by disaster aid simply
provides yet an additional motivation to turn ontlaeelect the incumbent. Hence, for a
Republican voter, the delivery of pre-election disaaid increases the probability of turnout.

But disaster aid would have the opposite effediuonout for a Democratic voter. If she
turns out, the left-wing voter will always preféetleft-wing challenger candidate on ideological
grounds. Hence, the left-wing voter's probabilityusnout depends on how strongly she prefers
the challenger over the incumbent. The delivergretelection disaster aid to the left-wing voter
enhances the voter's perception of the incumbeas, mitigating the voter's motivation to oust
the incumbent. This decreased motivation to voéartbumbent out of office decreases the

Democratic aid recipient's probability of turnout.



We can summarize this first prediction of our tte#cal model as follows:

Hypothesis 1The delivery of disaster aid prior to the electmauses an increase in
turnout for a Republican recipient but a decreaséurnout for a Democratic recipient.

This hypothesis is stated formally as Proposition Gur formal model in the Online Appendix.

4) Why Does Disaster Aid Increase the Incumbent'st¥ Share?n Hypothesis 1, the
delivery of aid increases Republican turnout whigereasing Democratic turnout. Furthermore,
as noted above, conditional on turning out, théiger Democratic and Republican voters
support the challenger and the incumbent in thetielg, respectively. Hence, disaster aid causes
either an increase in the incumberti$e totalsor a decrease in the challengeote totals
depending on whether the voter is left or right-gvim either case, the net effect on the
incumbent's/ote shards therefore always a positive one.

To illustrate this logic more concretely, considdreavily left-wing precinct with 7
Democrats and 3 Republicans voters. If the delieégid causes a one-voter decrease in
Democratic turnout, then we are left with 6 Deméxend 3 Republicans. Hence, the Republican
vote share has actually increased from 30% to 3313#érefore, so long as the electorate consists
of a mix of Democrats and Republicans, the deliwdrgid always increases the Republican
incumbent's overall vote share in the election.ad@amarize this testable prediction as:

Hypothesis 2The delivery of disaster aid prior to the electmauses an increase in the
right-wing incumbent candidate's electoral votergha

This hypothesis is consistent with the previousknairHealy and Malhotra (2009) and
Reeves (2011), who find that voters generally reMiacumbent presidents for disaster declarations
and for disaster relief spending. Our theory builgen this previous work in specifying the turnout
changes caused by disaster responses that bringtaboncrease in incumbent votes.

In this section, we have not addressed the pdisgithiat ideologically moderate voters

may be persuaded by disaster aid into voting feritikumbent rather than the challenger. We



address this scenario in the formal model in thern@rAppendix. We do not elaborate on it in

this section's informal theory because we canngireally test this part of our formal model, as
our voter registration data lack a reliable waydentify ideologically moderate voters. In the
following section, we describe the context of th&MA disaster aid data, and we then use this data
to test the two predictions of our theory. We fopusnarily on testing the predictions of

Hypothesis 1, and we test Hypothesis 2 inAhernative Causal Explanatiorsection.

The Distribution of FEMA Disaster Aid

In this section, we describe three important charestics of FEMA disaster aid.

1) Presidential Disaster Declaration§irst, residents of all 67 counties in Florida were
eligible to apply for FEMA aid. In the twelve weesor to the November 2004 Presidential
election, Florida was struck by four hurricanegieast Category Il strength. Hurricanes Charley
(Category IV), Frances (Category Il), Ivan (Catggdl), and Jeanne (Category Ill) made landfall
throughout Florida, prompting President Bush taesdisaster declarations, with eligibility for
individual disaster aid, for all 67 of Florida’swties during the 2004 hurricane season.

Hence, consistent with previous literature on essis’ disaster responses, the distribution
of FEMA aid in our data does not manifest from atrategic county-level targeting of Presidential
disaster declarationgithin Florida. Reeves (2011) finds that the Presidemtaee likely to issue
disaster declarations in states that are elegyarathpetitive, while Garrett and Sobel (2002) and
Downton and Pielke (2001) observe a spike in datitars during election years. Both of these
conditions apply to our study: The FEMA aid we exaawas delivered just prior to the November
2004 election, and Florida was a competitive svgiiade in both the 2000 and 2004 Presidential
contests. The fact that all 67 Florida countiesewkclared eligible for individual aid is therefore

consistent with past studies' findings on the tamgeof disaster declaratiosrossdifferent states.



2) The Universal Nature of FEMA AidSecond, FEMA distributed hurricane disaster aid
through a universal, non-means-tested programr Rftesident Bush's disaster declarations,
Florida residents were eligible to apply for aidclenFEMA'’s Individuals and Households Program
(IHP). Officially, IHP, authorized by the StaffoAtt of 1988 (P.L. 93-288) and the Disaster
Mitigation Act of 2000 (P.L. 106-390), provides tp$25,000 of assistance to victimized
households to pay for "necessary expenses andiserd@ds" not covered by insurance (44
C.F.R. § 206.110a). FEMA most frequently awards #itPto households to fund temporary
housing, to repair damaged residences, to repkoaged property, such as furniture and
electronics, and to pay for medical, funeral, atietopersonal expenses caused by the hurricanes.

Disaster aid under IHP cannot be awarded or réstiren the basis of residents' income, a
statutory mandate codified in 42 USC 8§ 5163 antdd82 § 5174(b)(1) and implemented in 44
C.F.R. 8 206.113. Instead, the primary restrictarsthat IHP aid only covers inspector-verified
damage at an applicant's primary residence, FEM&dsvmay not duplicate insurance payouts,
and households may not receive more than $25,0@@ahaid. In particular, the prohibition against
duplicating insurance payouts had the effect ajuhdifying many wealthier homeowners from
receiving some categories of FEMA aid. Neverthelessy households with flood insurance still
qualified for FEMA aid to cover uninsured possessiand expenses.

The universal nature of FEMA disaster aid is apantant distinction, given the previous
literature on turnout. Scholars of political pagation have found that social spending programs
mobilize voter turnout only when benefits are distred under universal, non-means-tested
programs (eg, Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995té&1&005). For example, Mettler and
Stonecash (2008) find that the beneficiaries ofensial programs such as Veterans Benefits and
Medicare vote at higher rates than non-benefigaBg contrast, Soss (1999; 2002) and Bruch,

Ferree, and Soss (2009) find that means-testednggifograms stigmatize voters, thus possibly



discouraging them from political participation.

Hence, this existing literature suggests that FEdN&aster aid, which is universally
available to hurricane victims regardless of tir@ome status, might mobilize recipients to vote in
order to protect their stake in program benefits: €ntribution to this existing literature is to
explain why this mobilization logic is conditionath recipients' ideological proximity to the
incumbent government: The delivery of benefits lRepublican administration to Republican
recipients should indeed mobilize their turnoutt Be delivery of benefits by a Republican
administration to Democratic recipients may indaaecrease in their turnout, as the recipients'
stake in protecting their benefits decreases thetivation to oust the Republican incumbent.

3) The FEMA Aid Decision Procesfesidents self-select into applying for IHP aidgy
by providing their names and contact informatioffEBMA in person, by telephone, or through
FEMA's internet website. Although applicants magatibe the hurricane damage to their property,
they are not permitted to request a specific aiduarhh Nor does an applicant's description of
damage either limit or enhance the amount of adhher household is eligible receive.

Instead, a FEMA inspector visits each applicass&dence to complete a checklist of
damaged property and to estimate the severityysach damages. By protocol, FEMA personnel
check for a standard list of damaged areas in leacte, regardless of whether the applicant had
reported damages in such areas. Specifically, BMA-inspector assigns a score of “X”, “Y,” or
“Z" to each room and each area of the residendgating the severity of the hurricane damage.
For each patrticular type of room (eg, kitchenplgzroom) and for a particular level of damage
("X", "Y", or"Z"), FEMA awards a pre-determined aomt of assistance, regardless of the actual
value of the applicant's pre-hurricane propertynddée the applicant has no formal opportunities to
strategically manipulate the FEMA aid process bgggerating the severity of hurricane damage.

In the aftermath of the 2004 Florida hurricanedylREeceived applications for IHP aid



from 1.1 million unique households. FEMA approvetiavards for about 40% of these
applications, distributing over $1.2 billion in &gssistance. The size of these awards varied
widely, ranging from under $100 to $25,000, depegdipon the FEMA inspectors' assessments of
damages. Figure App.1 of tBeipplemental Appenddetails the distribution of these awards.

By requiring inspectors to check for resident@anige, FEMA's inspection procedures
effectively distributed IHP disaster aid most hiato areas that experienced the most severe
hurricane storms. We illustrate this geographitgoatin Figure App.2 of th8upplemental
Appendixwhich depicts the maximum wind speeds observedgltiurricane Charley, the first
declared disaster of the 2004 Atlantic hurricaressa (FEMA Disaster #1539). The bright pink
areas in this map represent the highest measuret$wf over 130 miles per hour, reflecting that
Hurricane Charley entered Florida’s Gulf coast dgto Cape Coral, traveled northeast across the
state, and exited Florida’s Atlantic coast justteaf Daytona Beach. The green dots on the map
identify the geocoded locations of all Florida desits who applied for and successfully received
some disaster aid under FEMA disaster #1539. Aihaid recipients appear throughout the entire
state, this map illustrates that the vast majarfthe recipients were geographically concentrated

along the center of Hurricane Charley's path astitren crossed Florida.

The Effect of FEMA Aid on Individual Voter Turnout
This section analyzes the effect of FEMA disasigiasvards on individual voter turnout in
November 2004. We track the turnout of FEMA aidleapts by matching the residential
addresses listed on individual households’ FEMAliegfons with the addresses listed on Florida
voter registration and turnout records. In therafegh of the 2004 hurricane season, several Florida
newspapers made repeated requests under the Freétidormation Act (FOIA) to access

records on individual FEMA aid applicants. FEMAioifls initially refused all of these FOIA
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requests. However, several federal lawsuits, cuirig in the 1T US Circuit Court of Appeals’
June 22, 2007 decision News-Press v. U.S. Department of Homeland SediNay05-16771 and
No. 06-13306), forced FEMA to turn over detailedarels on the Florida FEMA aid applicants.
These records contain the addresses of the 1ibmibuseholds that applied for aid and the dollar
amounts awarded to the 40% of applicants that eygpeoved for aid.

Using these data, we match the FEMA applicantes$gs to Florida voter registration
forms, on which voters must self-report their resithl addresses. We use these records to identify
all registered voters whose household applied EWMA aid in 2004. Finally, using voter history
files provided by counties’ boards of elections,tvaek each registered voter’s turnout in the
November 2002 (pre-hurricane) and 2004 (post-hamay general elections.

In this section’s empirical analyses, we includby éttorida residents who satisfied all four
of the following criteria: 1) The individual lives a household that applied for FEMA aid during
the 2004 hurricane season; 2) FEMA took actiorherhbusehold’s aid application prior to the
November 2004 general election; 3) The individuaswligible and actively registered to vote in
both the 2002 and 2004 general elections; and d)Adividual was either a registered Democrat
or Republican as of the November 2004 electionrdheere 268,752 registered voters who
satisfied all four of these criteria, and thesesx®tollectively exhibited a 75% turnout rate ia th
November 2004 Bush-Kerry Presidential election.

Registered voters are not required to affiliatdnaitparty, but most do so because Florida
operates closed presidential primaries. Table ApptlheSupplemental Appenddetails the
breakdown of FEMA applicants by party affiliatighowing that 83% of registered voters who
applied for aid are affiliated with either the Desrattic or Republican parties. Additionally, the
histograms in Figure App.1 of ti&ipplemental Appenditustrate the distribution of FEMA

award sizes across the Democratic and Republiggstnants in our data. These histograms show
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that FEMA applicants from the two parties receimetbmparable range of award sizes. The mean
award size for approved applicants in these dasa$682.

Eq. lis a test oHypothesis 1which predicts that with a right-wing incumbedistributive
aid should increase right-wing voter turnout wigézreasing left-wing turnout. Specificalby. 1
regresses an applicant's November 2004 turnouttbetapplicant's turnout in November 2002 and

whether the applicant was approved for FEMA disaste The basic logit model is:

a + (B, [Application Approved + 55, [ﬂRepuincapx Application Approveq)

logit[Pr{voted2004 )| = {+ B Republican+ 4,, [{Voted2002) + ;.

whereApplication Approvedndicates whether the applicant was awarded\ated2002 and
Voted2004 indicate whether applicanvoted in the 2002 and 2004 elections, respectiasig

Republicanis an indicator for registered Republicans; dieotvoters are registered Democrats.
[TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE]

Effect of FEMA Aid on Turnout Probability:In Table 1, Model 3 estimaté&s). 1using
the full set of Democratic and Republican votersi Blodels 1 and 2 estiméaie|. 1by examining
Democrats and Republican voters separately. I@tiime Appendix (Table App.2), we also re-
estimate the fulEg. 1models using standard errors clustered at thetgdenel.

Overall, the Table 1 results corroborate dypothesis Jredictions. We use CLARIFY
(King, Tomz, and Wittenberg 2000) to interpret thiéowing Table 1 results. In Model 3, the
awarding of FEMA aid to a Republican applicant vdbnot vote in 200thcreaseser
probability of turnout in November 2004 by 2.1 marage points, from 50.8% to 52.9%. The
simulated 95% confidence interval for this estirdatenout effect is [+1.3%, +2.9%)]. But for a
similar Democratic applicant, FEMA aid causes ap@&entageecreasen turnout probability,
from 47.8% to 46.9%. Using CLARIFY, the 95% confide interval for this estimated turnout

effect is [-0.2%, -1.6%].
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Control Variables:In Models (4) to (6) of Table 1, we control foveeal hurricane-related
and demographic variables. We geocode the votéheidata using the home addresses listed on
their voter registrations. Using NOAA satellite alatith discrete wind vectors recorded during
each major hurricane, we then interpolate the ¢ame winds experienced at each voter's
residential location. In the Table 1 models, wet@rior theMaximum Wind Speetheasured in
miles per hourat each voter’s residence during the 2004 hurrisaason. We also control for the
Voter's GendertheVoter's AgeAfrican-American VotetgsheMedian Household Incond the
census block group in which the voter resides,taatedian Home Valua the block group. We
also includeCounty Fixed Effectis these expanded models. The estimated turnfadtefof
FEMA aid remain comparable in direction and sigmifice in these expanded models.

Effect of FEMA Aid Delivered One Week Before thddetion: We intuitively expect the
effect of aid awarded just prior to the electiomé&especially large. To test this intuition, weidie
all FEMA awards into two groups: 1) Awards deliveeduring the week prior to the election (5%
of all awards), Oct. 27 to Nov. 2; and 2) AwardBwdeed at earlier times (95% of all awards).

We then estimate the effects of awards delivarstdgrior to the election. In the Online
Appendix, Table App.3 presents the full model sjiEations and coefficient estimates, but we
summarize the estimated turnout effects here. FlEaMards delivered one week prior to the
election cause a +5.1% increase in the probalodityrnout for a Republican who previously did
not vote; the confidence interval for this effec{+2.9%, +7.4%], estimated using CLARIFY. For a
similarly situated Democrat, the effect of recegyiFEMA aid one week before the election is a
3.1% decrease in the probability of turnout, wittpafidence interval of [-1.2%, -5.0%]. Hence,
we find that FEMA aid delivered one week beforedlextion has an abnormally large effect on
Republican and Democratic turnout. We later shoauinplacebo tests that FEMA aid delivered

just after the election has no significant effactwrnout, providing further support for our
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hypothesized causal direction.

Effect of FEMA Award Sizes:Next, we examine the turnout effects of varyinguehsizes.
FEMA awards vary widely in size, and although dwedry does not incorporate this complexity,
we intuitively expect that larger award sizes stia@ause larger positive and negative turnout
effects for Republicans and Democrats, respectilbst awardees received under $2,000, but
awards ranged up to $25,000. Because of this gignifright tail, we log each applicant's award
amount, and Table App.4 of the Online Appendixstreates all of the Table 1 models by
replacingApplication Approveavith Logged FEMA Aid Siz& o include the significant fraction of
applicants who were rejected and received $0, webado every award size before logging. Table
App.5 presents similar models using alternativei§ipations of theL.ogged FEMA Aiderm.

The results in Table App.4 confirm that larger edgizes indeed produce turnout effects of
significantly greater magnitude. For Democrats (Bldd, receiving an average-sized award of
$682 causes a 1.5% decrease in turnout probdloitiy previous non-voter. By contrast, Model (2)
estimates that for Republicans, the same awardairges a 1.3% increase in turnout probability.

How substantively large are these turnout effetiESEEMA aid? In the most extreme case,
we estimated earlier that FEMA awards deliveredweek prior to the election causes a 5.1%
increase in the probability of Republican turndutis estimate implies that $13,373 of FEMA aid
produces one new Republican voter, an estimatesthaarly identical to Levitt and Snyder's
(1997) calculation that $14,000 of federal spendjegerates one additional vote for an incumbent
legislator. But for FEMA aid delivered temporallyrther away from the election, we find the
turnout effect is much smaller: $32,476 of aid @ases Republican turnout by one. Hence,
although delivering FEMA aid produces statisticalignificant effects on Republican and
Democratic turnout, disaster aid is likely not thest impactful type of federal spending when

compared to the many types of federal spendinigarLévitt and Snyder (1997) data.
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Empirical Concerns and Robustness Checks

We now discuss eight possible empirical concelitis @ur main findings, and we present a
series of a series of robustness checks to adeebsof these concerns.

1. Causal Identification and Placebo Test#/e first address the concern of establishing the
causal direction of the empirical relationship betw FEMA aid and increased turnout in
November 2004. Two potential alternative explametifor the main findings in Table 1 are reverse
causality, whereby increased turnout from 20020@42causes FEMA aid receipt, or an omitted
variable that simultaneously causes FEMA aid re@ip increased turnout from 2002 to 2004.

To test for these alternative causal explanatiegpresent several placebo tests that take
advantage of the temporal distribution of FEMA aplications. FEMA continued to accept aid
applications through the end of the 2004 calendar,yand although the majority of hurricane
victims applied for aid before November, 40,656stsged Democrats and Republicans in our data
did not apply until after the November general &tec

The placebo test therefore examines whether FEM at was awardedlter the
November election affects election-day turnoutclta turnout and post-election FEMA aid
should be correlated only if reverse causalityroomitted variable is driving the main Table 1
results. Our placebo tests re-estimateBfiel model using only the 40,656 registered voters who
applied for aid during 2004 but after the Novendlection.

[TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE]

The placebo test results appear in Table 2. Thiegit models estimated in Table 3 are
identical to the six models reported in Table Lept that the data include only post-election
applicants. Each of the six placebo tests in Talfieds no statistically significant effect of post
election FEMA aid on election day turnout. In castrto the Table 1 results, Republicans who

would later receive FEMA aid after the election dat exhibit higher turnout than non-recipients.
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Nor was there a significant turnout effect for Denats who would subsequently receive FEMA
aid. The magnitudes of tigplication Approvedcoefficients estimated in our placebo tests are
also much smaller than in the Table 1 results &ateéscally indistinguishable from zero. Thus, the
placebo tests fail to find evidence of reverse akitysn the main tests diq. 1

2. Does Previous Turnout Affect FEMA Program Pagtpation? A second concern is
whether individuals self-select into applying f@&MA aid based on their previous turnout
behavior. Such self-selection is plausible, givet tivic skills, as described by Verba, Schlozman,
and Brady (1995), may explain both turnout andyapglfor aid. If such self-selection occurs, then
the population that applied for aid is not perfgcttmparable to those who did not apply for aid,
thus potentially limiting the external validity otir findings.

To test for and correct such self-selection asemploy a Heckman selection model in
Table 3. The selection model requires us to compdreiduals who selected into applying for
FEMA aid against those who were eligible but ditlaqaply. To estimate this selection model, we
use Florida voter registration lists to identif{/Ebrida residents who: 1) were registered and
eligible to vote in both November 2002 and 2004t 2nhwere registered as either a Democrat or
Republican. These two criteria produce a full $&,571,284 individuals, representing the universe
of previously registered voters who were eligildepply for FEMA aid in Florida. As previously
noted, only 268,752 (7.5%) of these individualsialty applied for prior to the November election.

[TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE]

We estimate and present the Heckman selectionlrasdellows. The right column of
Table 3 presents the selection model, which estisns|f-selection into applying for FEMA aid
among the full set of 3.57 million eligible residenrhe middle column of Table 3 presents the
Heckman probit outcome model, which predicts Noven@®04 turnout for the 268,752 residents

who applied for FEMA aid. This outcome model isntieal in setup tdeq. 1 except that the
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parameters of the Heckman outcome model and thetgel model are jointly estimated via
maximum likelihood. Finally, for comparison purpssthe left column of Table 3 presents a
standard, uncorrected probit model estimakg 1

The Heckman model in Table 3 reveals three firglifgst, the selection model in the right
column finds that previous 2002 voters are indeecerikely to apply for FEMA aid than non-
voters, even after accounting for hurricane winekesis and various demographics. Second, this
self-selection indeed affects the corrected outcomdel, and the model results allow us to reject
the null hypothesis that the outcome equation atetson equation are independent. But third, the
estimated effects of FEMA aid on turnout in thereoted Heckman outcome model remain
statistically significant and in the same direcéi@s in our main results. Substantively, the
estimated turnout effects are only slightly smalemagnitude than in the standard uncorrected
probit model in the left column of Table 3. Henttes Heckman estimates reveal that self-selection
indeed affects the composition of applicants indata, but after correcting for selection bias, our
main results regarding increased Republican turandtdecreased Democratic turnout still hold.

3. Effect of Previous Turnout on FEMA Applicatiodpproval. A third and related
concern is whether turnout in the previous eleasarelated to FEMA application approval. Since
V.O. Key (1949), political scientists have suggéstet voters who exhibit higher turnout rates
may receive favorable treatment from the governntemtexample, Aldrich and Crook (2008) find
that undesirable FEMA trailer parks are targetegatds neighborhoods with lower voter turnout.
If FEMA treats previous voters and nonvoters défely, then approved FEMA applicants may be
dissimilar in political activeness to rejected aggohts in our data, thus biasing our main results.

[TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE]
The bottom portion of Table 4 compares FEMA apploates for November 2002 voters

and non-voters. Previous non-voters had their egiodins approved at a slightly higher rate than
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previous voters. The likely explanation for thisding is that previous voters applied for FEMA aid
more aggressively, even after controlling for wapeeds, as illustrated by the estimated Heckman
selection model in Table 3. Consequently, thesequie voters were more likely to be rejected, as
these aggressive applications were less likelyate libeen justified by severe hurricane winds.

To account for this issue, we analyze the niajn1model separately for previous voters
and non-voters, as these two groups representatiffeelf-selected samples of voters. These
separate models appear in the upper portion oETabAlthough the findings are consistent with
the main empirical results of this manuscript, €abhlso isolates the source of the results by
demonstrating that FEMA aid primarily affects thenbut behavior of previous non-voters, rather
than previous voters. For Republicans, receivinilAEid causes an estimated 1.8% increase in
the November 2004 turnout of previous non-votered# 5), but only a 0.7% increase in the
turnout of previous voters (Model 2). Analogousty, Democrats, receiving FEMA aid causes an
estimated 1.1% decrease in the turnout of prewnoasvoters (Model 4), but only a statistically
insignificant decrease in the turnout of previoatews (Model 1). Hence, we find that previous
turnout indeed affects the magnitude, though retihection, of voters' November 2004 responses
to FEMA aid: Overall, previous non-voters exhilbie targer turnout effects from FEMA aid.

4. Partisan Differences in Hurricane VictimizatiarA fourth empirical concern is whether
the Democratic FEMA applicants in our data are caraple to the Republican applicants with
respect to hurricane victimization. We first ndtattRepublican voters in Florida were slightly
more likely to be victimized by hurricanes than enats. Figure App.3 of the Online Appendix
details this pattern by plotting the distributidmoaximum wind speeds experienced by the
individual voters of each party. This Figure regdahhit at the areas with the strongest hurricane
winds of over 65 miles per hour, victims were midtely to be Republicans than Democrats.

To address this confounding factor, we examinetgreéhe main findings hold when
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comparing Democratic and Republican applicants edperienced identical hurricane severity. To
make such comparisons, Figure 1 sorts FEMA appBdato six groups, based on the hurricane
wind severity observed at the applicants' respecggidences. The left plot displays Democratic
FEMA applicants who abstained in November 2002|enthie right plot contains Republican
applicants who abstained in 2002. Within each @hat for each of the six groups, we compare the
November 2004 turnout rate of FEMA aid awardeesagthe turnout rate of rejected applicants.
This difference in turnout rate thus reflects tffea of FEMA aid on turnout within each group.
[FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE]

Figure 1 reveals that the main turnout findingsRepublicans and Democrats hold within
each of the six levels of hurricane severity. Witeach of the six groups, Democrats who received
aid exhibited lower turnout rates than Democrate whre denied aid. And within each group,
Republicans awardees exhibited higher turnout theesrejected Republican applicants. Hence,
our results hold when comparing Republicans anddgeats with similar hurricane victimization.

5. Partisan Bias in the Awarding of FEMA AidA fifth empirical issue we explore is the
possibility that FEMA distributed disaster aid ip@litically biased fashion. This concern is
important because if partisan bias occurs, theh biased treatment by FEMA could possibly elicit
either positive or negative reactions by votenss taffecting their turnout.

Indeed, Table 4 suggests the possibility of satigan bias by illustrating that Republican
applicants (53.7%) were awarded aid at a slightiadr rate than Democratic applicants (50.2%).
But the higher approval rate for Republicans addlects the fact that Republicans were victimized
by hurricanes more severely. To examine more darefihether FEMA exhibited bias, we
consider how FEMA treated applicants of each palitr controlling for two important predictors
of disaster aid eligibility: 1) the hurricane seatyeat the applicant's home; and 2) the applicant's

income. Higher-income individuals are more likedycarry flood insurance, thus disqualifying
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them from receiving FEMA aid for damages to insyseaperty.
[FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE]

To control for these two factors, Figure 2 compdhe average FEMA aid awarded to
Republican and Democratic applicants within eactiiife income categories and within each of
six categories of hurricane wind severity. In Fegdr average Republican aid awards are depicted
in red triangles, while Democrats are in blue esclOverall, this Figure illustrates that withirclea
income group and at each level of hurricane sgyd#mocratic and Republican applicants are
treated similarly by FEMA, with no systematic pattef Republican favoritism. In fact, the most
notable partisan disparity occurs within the lowesbme group, where Democrats receive slightly
larger aid awards, though the magnitude of the$ereinces is relatively small. In sum, after
considering applicants' hurricane severity and @bolsl income, there is no strong evidence that
FEMA engaged in individual-level targeting of Reficdin applicants in its distribution of aid. As a
further illustration of this lack of Republican gating, Figure App.4 of the Online Appendix
presents additional plots that sort applicantsiey estimated home values, illustrating FEMA's
similar treatment of Democratic and Republican igppts within each level of home values.

6. Partisan Differences in Efficacy of FEMA Experiges.A sixth and related potential
concern is that even if FEMA awarded aid equitablipemocrats and Republicans, Democratic
applicants could still have been treated lessiefitty by FEMA's inspectors. This potential
concern is important to explore because previtdesature on social programs has found that
inefficacious program administration can causetipalidiscouragement among clients. For
example, Soss (1999) and Mettler and StonecasI8)2id@ that poor beneficiaries of some
means-tested programs, including AFDC and food gsamxhibit lower political participation
because of the stigmatizing, inefficacious, ancesponsive administration of such programs.

To explore whether FEMA treated Democratic applisanore inefficaciously than
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Republicans, we count the number of days that ethfyem the initial filing of each application
until FEMA's inspection and final disposition oktapplication. While most applicants waited no
more than one week for an inspection, some appticarareas with especially severe hurricane
damage waited up to several weeks for FEMA to nedpo

Using this data, we first find that Democrats weoétreated more slowly than
Republicans. Figure App.5 of the Online Appendixsiirates this pattern in greater detail, showing
the average wait term endured by Democratic andilitiean applicants sorted by the hurricane
wind severity at their respective homes. In famtdpplicants living in areas of moderate hurricane
damage (45 to 85 mile-per-hour winds), Republiggrlieants actually waited slightly longer than
Democrats for FEMA to respond, though these diffees are not large.

Next, having found that Democratic applicationgevsot processed less efficaciously, we
examine whether applicants' waiting times affetteit November 2004 turnout. Table App.6 of
the Online Appendix re-estimates all of the maibl&a models while controlling for each
applicant's/Vaiting Time for FEMA ResponsEheWaiting Timevariable is never a significant
predictor of turnout, and its inclusion in thesedmls does not alter the main finding that FEMA
aid decreases turnout among Democrats and increseesit among Republicans.

7. Spatial AutocorrelationA sixth potential concern is that our main turnigagults in
Table 1 may be largely driven by voters in only on@ small number of localized areas within
Florida. To explore this possibility, we conducbtvobustness checks.

First, we test for spatial autocorrelation in tesiduals of the main Table 1 turnout models.
Specifically, we calculate the residuals from Modieif Table 1, which predicts FEMA aid's effect
on Democratic turnout. We geocode the residuatgyusach voter's residential address and display
a map of these residuals in Figure App.6 of ther@mppendix, with colors ranging from orange

to blue representing the most negative to mostipesesiduals, respectively. Figure App.6 also
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presents details of a Global Moran's Index tesspatial autocorrelation. Similarly, Figure App.7
presents an analogous map and Moran's | calcusdfiiorthe residuals of Model 5 of Table 1,
which predicts FEMA aid's effect on Republican twh Together, these tests find no significant
evidence of spatial autocorrelation in the resislfiad either Democratic or Republican voters.

Second, we re-estimate our main turnout mdeigl,1, with standard errors clustered by
county. In the Online Appendix, Table App.2 re4msties each of the full models from Table 1
using clustered standard errors. While these ckdtgtandard errors are slightly larger than the
non-clustered results estimated in Table 1, thestienated effects of FEMA aid on turnout remain
statistically significant and in the same directi@s before.

8. Republican Awardees' Motivation for Increased ifwout. A final empirical issue
concerns the motivation of Republican FEMA recipsdor increasing their turnout. We consider
the possibility that Republican awardees increlasee turnout not because FEMA aid enhances
their esteem for the incumbent President, but agsteecause of their dissatisfaction with the
FEMA aid process. If Republican awardees were gélgatissatisfied with their experiences with
the FEMA administration, then we would expect prets receiving more FEMA aid awards to
exhibit more electoral opposition to President Besken in Republican-leaning precincts.

Our test of this possible alternative explanatiso represents a direct test of Hypothesis 2,
which predicts that by causing increased Republigarout and decreased Democratic turnout,
FEMA aid should thereby cause an increase in RresBlush's November 2004 vote share. This
Hypothesis logically holds only if the RepublicaBNWA recipients who increased their turnout rate
actually vote for President Bush. To test this jutezh, we estimate the precinct-level relationship
between FEMA aid and increased Bush vote shar@ugiMber 2004, relative to November 2000.
Hence, our data include only precincts that weogyggphically comparable across the 2000, 2002,

and 2004 elections and that have provided Presad@ote counts for all three elections. 5,897
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(89%) of Florida's 6,616 precincts satisfy theseiga and are included.

To testHypothesis 2we regress President Bush’s 2004 precinct-lev share onto the
amount of FEMA aid each precinct’s residents ctillety received. We also control for precinct-
level vote shares in the 2000 Presidential elecrmhthe 2002 Gubernatorial election, which the
President's brother, Republican Jeb Bush, wonrbgrgin of 56% to 43%. The full model is:

Bush04=a + 3;,, Bush00+ S;,, (Bush02+ S (FEMAAId. + y[X; +¢,, (2)
whereBush04 Bush0§ andBush02are George Bush’s (November 2004 and November)2000
and Jeb Bush’s (November 2002) vote shares, resplgcof the two-party vote in precinct

FEMA Aid is measured aleg(Dollars, +1), whereDollars; is the number of FEMA aid dollars per
capita that residents of precimeteceived during 2004 prior to Election Day. Figatk, represents

a vector of the following control variables: ThglestHurricane Wind Speetheasured in precinct

i during each of the four hurricanes, the precindiglian Household Incom#ée amount of

Welfare Per Capitaeceived by the precinct, tidrican-American Proportionand the proportion

of the precinct’s residents that &atemeownersFinally, the full model includes county fixed

effects. We weight all observations in our leastesgs estimates &qg. 2by voting-age population.
[TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE]

Table 5 reports estimateskd. 2using the full model (Model 3), without the corttro
variables (Model 2), and without titurricane Wind Speecheasurements (Model 1). Models 4
and 5 also estimateq. 2separately for Democratic-leaning (Model 1) angiRdican-leaning
(Model 2) precincts; Democratic-leaning precincetsthose which supported Al Gore over George
Bush in November 2000, and Republican-leaning potgiare those with more Bush voters.
Collectively, the results in Table 5 corroborate theoretical prediction ¢lypothesis 2In both

Republican and Democratic areas, the increasepni#iean turnout and the decrease in
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Democratic turnout caused by FEMA aid both appe@ositively affect Bush's vote share. In
Republican-leaning precincts (Model 5), a $100qgaguita increase in FEMA aid causes a 1.0%
increase in Bush’s 2004 vote share; this estimasealD5% confidence interval of +0.9% to +1.1%.
In Democratic-leaning precincts (Model 4), a $1@0 gapita increase in aid causes a 0.5% increase
in Bush’s 2004 vote share, with a confidence irako¥ +0.4% to +0.6%.

The Online Appendix presents two further robusredgecks of these basic tests of
Hypothesis 2. First, Table App.7 re-estimatesfalhe Table 5 models using clustered standard
errors; although the estimated clustered standeaotseare larger, the overall effects of FEMA aid
on Bush vote share remain statistically signific&scond, Figure App.8 presents plots of the
precinct-level data to graphically illustrate tleéationship between FEMA aid and Bush vote share.
In each plot in this Figure, the vertical axis meas each precinct’'s residual Bush vote share when
George Bush'’s (2004) precinct-level vote sharegsessed onto its 2000 and 2002 Bush vote
shares. In other words, the residual vote sharsunes each precinctismexpectedupport for
President Bush in 2004, given the precinct’s pestyirricane history of Republican voting. The
horizontal axis in each plot measures the amouREMA aid per capita received by the residents
of each precinct. The dashed line in each ploesamts the population-weighted least squares fit

within each plot, illustrating the positive relatghip between FEMA aid and Bush vote share.

Discussion
This paper makes three contributions to the exjdiiarature on distributive spending and
political participation. First, we show that onepiontant effect of government spending is the
suppression of voter participation among opposiarty constituents while simultaneously
mobilizing core constituents. Most empirical stdié distributive politics have focused on the

effect of government benefits on mobilizing coréevaurnout (eg, Cox and Kouser 1981; Nicther
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2007) or swaying moderate voters (eg, Dixit anddregan 1996; 1998; Stokes 2005).

Our paper contributes to this literature by engpity demonstrating that in addition to the
core and swing voter effects, distributive benefisy also enhance the incumbent party’s electoral
prospects by suppressing the opposing party’s wateout. Previously, formal models by
Heckelman (1998), Morgan and Vardy (2006), and &@4osse, Mazzuca, and Nichter (2009) have
suggested the possibility of “negative turnout bgyior “buying abstention,” whereby a party
explicitly bribes opposition voters to abstain freoting. Anecdotally, Cox and Kousser (1981),
Argersinger (1987), and Schaffer (2002), descrhistbrical instances in which parties may have
engaged in “negative turnout buying” strategiesilgvine electoral impacts of FEMA aid certainly
do not qualify as “negative turnout buying,” thegvertheless describe a related situation in which
distributive benefits persuade opposition voterigsdely abstain from participating in an election.
Our paper is the first to provide systematic, irdinal-level statistical evidence that a party’s
delivery of distributive benefits can decreasettinaout of the opposition party’s voters.

Second, our findings contribute nuance to a liteesthat explores how welfare spending
affects political participation. Radcliff (1992)espulates that welfare programs may help to explain
why voter turnout is less sensitive to economiaditions in industrialized nations than in
developing countries (446). Examining incumbene\aitares across industrialized countries,
Pacek and Radcliff (1995) find that large welfaetess may protect incumbent politicians from
being punished during economic busts (53), andditieors suggest that variable turnout among the
poor may be an important mechanism for this rg8@lt. Singer (2011) presents similar findings
for incumbent vote shares in US state legislatiget®ns.

Building upon these previous hypothesized accotimspaper produces empirical
evidence to document the individual-level effectistributive benefits on turnout. And in doing

so, we show that the effect is not a simple, umfone. On one hand, our finding that the delivery
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of benefits generally increases the incumbent's gsbare simply corroborates past literature. But
we explain and empirically document the partisagesjfr turnout mechanisms that produce this
result. We thus show that the turnout effect preduay receiving state spending can either be
positive or negative, depending on whether or hetvoter identifies with the incumbent's party.

Finally, our theory explains, and our empiricaduks illustrate, why a non-partisan
distributive program can cause such partisan digparpolitical participation. In studies of
developing democracies and political machinesseudsion of swing voter (eg, Dixit and
Londregan 1996; 1998; and Stokes 2005) and coez watdels (eg, Cox and McCubbins 1986;
Nichter 2007) can safely presume that a politieatypoften has the option of targeting distributive
benefits to a chosen constituency primarily ondhgs of partisan or ideological loyalties.

But a distinguishing feature of developed demaesais that norms of government
transparency and accountability effectively preelpdrties from engaging in extreme targeting of
public spending. Indeed, we test for and find nde&wce that FEMA favored Republican aid
applicants over Democrats at the individual lemedur data. Hence, our theory assumes that a
right-wing president cannot target aid to Repulpigcand discriminate against Democrats.

Why does this non-partisan nature of FEMA aid eaupartisan disparity in turnout
effects? As disaster aid cannot be targeted to lRiepas, a right-wing incumbent who provides
pre-election disaster relief can therefore crediayelop a reputation among all voters for
prioritizing disaster aid. This enhanced reputatiotigates a left-wing voter’s ideological
opposition to the incumbent while augmenting tigatrwing voter's ideological preference for the
incumbent. Consequently, the left-wing aid recipieas less motivation to vote and expel the
incumbent, while the right-wing recipient has iraged motivation to vote and re-elect the
incumbent. Hence, these dynamics produce the aoimttgtive result that a non-partisan FEMA

aid program actually causes disparate partisantefte turnout for Republicans and Democrats.

26



References

Abramson, Paul R. and John H. Aldrich. 1982. “Tteelide of Electoral Participation in America.”
American Political Science RevieWs(3): 502-521.

Aldrich, Daniel and Kevin Crook. 2008. "Strong Ci8bciety as a Double-Edged SworBdlitical
Research Quarterly61(3): 379-389.

Ansolabehere, Stephen and James M. Snyder, Jr. ‘6 Control of State Government and the
Distribution of Public ExpendituresScandinavian Journal of Economit88(4): 547-569.

Argersinger, Peter, 1987. "From Party Tickets tor&eBallots: The Evolution of the Electoral
Process in Maryland During the Gilded Agelaryland Historical Revievd2(3): 214-239.

Bartels, Larry. 2002. “Beyond the Running Tallyrtizan Bias in Political Perception$blitical
Behavior24: 117-150.

Bruch, Sarah, Myra Ferree, and Joe Soss. 2008n4 Policy to Polity: Democracy, Paternalism,
and the Incorporation of Disadvantaged Citizensstitute for Research on Poverty, Paper 1362-09.

Campbell, Angus, Philip Converse, Warren Millerd @onald Stokes. 196The American Voter
New York: John Wiley and Sons.

Campbell, Andrea. 2002. “Self Interest, Social $igcand the Distinctive Participation Patterns of
Senior Citizens”American Political Science Revi@g (3). 565-574.

Cox, Gary and Morgan Kousser. 1981. "Turnout andRTorruption: New York as a Test Case."
American Journal of Political Scien@(4): 646-663.

Cox, Gary and Mathew D. McCubbins. 1986. “Electétalitics as a Redistributive Game”,
Journal of Politics 48(2): 370-389.

Dixit, Avinash, and John Londregan. 1996. “The Drateants of Success of Special Interests in
Redistributive Politics. The Journal of Politic®8: 1132-1155.

Dixit, Avinash, and John Londregan. 1998. “Ideologactics, and Efficiency in Redistributive
Politics,” The Quarterly Journal of Economit43: 497-529.

Downton, Mary W. and Roger A. Piekle, Jr. 2001.setion without Accountability: Politics, Flood
Damage, and ClimateNatural Hazards Revie®(4): 157-166.

Ferejohn, John. 1986. “Incumbent Performance aeddtial Control.’Public Choices0(1):1-26.

Gans-Morse, Jordan, Sebastian Mazzuca, and SimebteN 2009. “Who Gets Bought? Vote
Buying, Turnout Buying, and Other Strategies.” MastvPolitical Science Association Presentation.

Garrett, Thomas A., and Russell S. Sobel. 2003e ‘Hdlitical Economy of FEMA Disaster
Payments.” Economic Inquiry 41(3): 496-509.

Gerber, Alan and Gregory Huber. 2009. " Do Parti3#ierences in Economic Forecasts Predict
Real Economic BehaviorAmerican Political Science Revi&W3(3): 407-426.

27



Gerber, Alan S. and Gregory A. Huber. 2010. "Pamsgip, Political Control, and Economic
AssessmentsAmerican Journal of Political Sciené&d(1): 153-173.

Groseclose, Tim. 2001. "A Model of Candidate LamatiVhen One Candidate Has a Valence
Advantage.’American Journal of Political Sciencg4(4): 862-886.

Healy, Andrew and Neil Malhotra. 2009. “Myopic Vateand Natural Disaster PolicyXimerican
Political Science Revievt03(3): 387-406.

Heckelman, Jac. 1998. “Bribing Voters Without Vieation.” Social Science Journa®5: 435-443.
Lipset, Seymour Martin. 196@0litical Mart The Social Bases of Politiddew York, Doubleday.
Matsubayashi, Tetsuya and Jun-deh Wu. 2009. “PBkegdback and Voter Turnout.” WPSA.

Mettler, Suzanne B. 2005oldiers to Citizens: The G.I. Bill and the Makafghe Greatest
GenerationNew York: Oxford University Press.

Mettler, Suzanne B., and Jeffrey M. Stonecash. 2@&ernment Program Usage and Political
Voice.” Social Science QuarterB9(2): 273-293.

Morgan, John and Felix Vardy. 2006. "Corruptionn@petition, and Contracts: A Model of Vote
Buying" IMF Working Paper.

Nichter, Simeon. 2008. " Vote Buying or Turnout Bigy? Machine Politics and the Secret Ballot."
American Political Science Revieww2(1): 19-31.

Persson, Torsten, and Guido Tabellini. 20@8litical EconomicsCambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Reeves, Andrew. 2011. “Political Disaster: Unilat&owers, Electoral Incentives, and Presidential
Disaster DeclarationsJournal of Politics 73(4): 1142-1151.

Schaffer, Frederic Charles. 2002. “Might CleaningBlections Keep People Away from the Polls?
Historical and Comparative Perspectivastérnational Political Science Revie®38(1): 69-84.

Soss, Joe. 1999. “Lessons of Welfare: Policy Destgiitical Learning and Political Action”,
American Political Science Revi&3(2).

Soss, Joe. 200Rinwanted Claims: The Politics of Participation imetU.S. Welfare SysteAnn
Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

Stokes, Susan C. 2005. “Perverse AccountabiliyoAnal Model of Machine Politics with
Evidence from ArgentinaAmerican Political Science Revié® (3): 315-325.

Verba, Sidney, Kay Lehman Schlozman, Henry BradiyNorman H. Nie. 1993. “Citizen Activity:
Who Participates? What Do They Say®ierican Political Science Revie@7(2): 303-318.

Verba, Sidney, Kay Lehman Schlozman, and Henryr&dys 1995Voice and Equality: Civic
Voluntarism in American Politic€ambridge: Harvard University Press.

Wolfinger, Raymond, and Steven Rosenstone. 188@ VotesNew Haven, CT: Yale Univ. Press.

28



Table 1: Effect of FEMA Application Approval on Voter Turnout Among FEMA Applicants

Dependent Variablevoted in November 2004 Election

Model (1) Model (2) Model (3)  Model (4) Model (5) Nddel (6)
. . Democrats an . Democrats an
Voters Included: Democrats Republicans Republicans Democrats Republicans Republicans
o -0.036° 0.084™ -0.035 -0.039" 0.054™ -0.041
FEMA Application Approved 5 513y (0.016)  (0.013)  (0.014)  (0.016)  (0.014)
FEMA Application Approvedx L L 0.118" L L 0.100™
Registered Republican (0.020) (0.021)

. : 0.141" 0.080™
Registered Republican -—-- -—-- (0.015) -—-- -—-- (0.016)
Voted in November 2002 2.358" 2.416" 2.384" 2.343" 2.347" 2.352"
General Election (0.014) (0.016) (0.011) (0.015) (0.017) (0.011)
Maximum Wind Speed . . L 0.000 -0.011 -0.005
(Miles Per Hour) (0.005) (0.005) (0.003)
Maximum Wind Speed . L L 0.000 0.000 0.000
(Miles Per Hour Squared) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

. 0.071" 0.081" 0.075"
Voter's Age (Years) (0.002)  (0.003)  (0.002)

. -0.001" -0.001" -0.001"
Voter's Age (YearS Squared) o - o (0000) (0000) (0000)
Med. Home Value in » L » 0.009™ 0.010” 0.010”
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

. -0.276" -0.162" -0.226"
Voter's Gender (Male) (0.014)  (0.016)  (0.010)
African-American -0.011  -0.4747 -0.027

(0.018) (0.051) (0.016)
Med. Household Income in » L . 0.081" 0.092” 0.081"
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.008) (0.009) (0.006)

County Fixed Effects - - - Included Included Included
Constant -0.088" 0.032 -0.097” -1.689" -1.534" -1.6337
(0.011) (0.013) (0.010) (0.182) (0.229) (0.140)

Pseudo R 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.34 0.33 0.34

N 142,637 126,115 268,752 142,637 126,115 268,752

*** n<,001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed). Standard errors in parentheses.
Note: Data include registered voters whose householtieabfor FEMA disaster aid before the November 2004

election and who were registered to vote in both2002 and 2004 elections.
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Table 2: Placebo Test of Residents who Applied fa*fEMA Aid After November 2004

Dependent VariablevVoted in November 2004 Election

Model (1) Model (2) Model (3) Model (4) Model (5) Mdel (6)
. . Democrats an . Democrats an
Voters Included: Democrats Republicans Republicans Democrats Republicans Republicans
FEMA Application Approved -0.011 -0.006 -0.011 0.017 -0.012 0.016
(Post-November 2004) (0.034) (0.040) (0.034) (0.036) (0.041) (0.035)
FEMA Application Approved 0.005 .0.020
(Post-November 2004% (0.053) (0.054)
Registered Republican ' '

. : 0.179*** 0.139**
Registered Republican (0.040) (0.043)
Voted in November 2002 2.3017 2.315" 2.307%%  2.201%*  2.234%%% 2 DEQF*
General Election (0.036) (0.041) (0.027) (0.039) (0.044) (0.029)
Maximum Wind Speed 0.003 -0.006 -0.000
(Miles Per Hour) (0.014) (0.016) (0.010)
Maximum Wind Speed -0.000 0.000 -0.000
(Miles Per Hour Squared) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

: 0.071*** 0.074*** 0.071***
Voter's Age (Years) (0.006)  (0.007)  (0.004)

: -0.001***  -0.001***  -0.001***
Voter's Age (YearS Squared) T T T (0000) (0000) (0000)
Med. Home Value in 0.008 0.005 0.006
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.006) (0.005) (0.004)

: -0.260***  -0.146***  -0.207***
Voter's Gender (Male) (0.036)  (0.040)  (0.027)
African-American -0.034 -0.397*** -0.066

(0.044) (0.117) (0.040)
Med. Household Income in 0.091*** 0.088*** 0.087***
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.019) (0.021) (0.014)
County Fixed Effects Included Included Included
Constant -0.077 0.097" -0.079**  -1.671* -1.328*  -1.558***
(0.029) (0.034) (0.027) (0.515) (0.607) (0.388)
Pseudo R 0.29 0.28 0.29 0.33 0.32 0.32
N 21,864 18,792 40,656 21,864 18,792 40,656

*** n<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed). Standard errors in parentheses.
Note: Data include registered voters whose householtiegpbfor FEMA disaster aid after the November 2004
election and who were registered to vote in both2002 and 2004 elections.
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Table 3: Heckman Censored Probit Model

Voters IncludedDemocrats and Republicans

Standard Probit

Heckman Outcome

Selection Model:

Model: Model:
Dependent Variable: Voted in November 2004  Voted in November 2004 Agnplior FEMA Aid
- -0.020° -0.019°
FEMA Application Approved (0.008) (0.008) -
FEMA Application Approvedx 0.068™ 0.068™ —
Registered Republican (0.012) (0.012)

. : 0.0827 0.083" 0.009”
Registered Republican (0.008) (0.008) (0.002)
Voted in November 2002 1.379™ 1.378"™ 0.030"
General Election (0.006) (0.006) (0.002)
Median Household Income of L L 0.028"
Block Group ($100,000s) (0.009)
Median Home Value in . . -0.230™
Block Group ($100,000s) (0.003)

-0.008™
Male Gender - - (0.002)
. . 0.073"
African-American - - (0.003)
Maximum Wind Speed (Miles » » 0.034"
Per Hour) (0.000)
Maximum Wind Speed (Miles . . -0.000™"
Per Hour), Squared (0.000)
Voter's Age (Years) -—-- - 0((())38 0)
Voter's Age (Years Squared) —-- —-- -?(50(())(?0)
Constant -0.058" -0.119™ -3.3737
(0.006) (0.015) (0.015)
0.036
P (0.008)

N 268,752 268,752 3,571,284

***n<.001; *p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed). Standarerrors in parentheses.
Note: The full data include all Democrats and Rdijpahs who were registered to vote in both the 288@ 2004 elections. The
selection model predicts which of these registraatsselect into applying for FEMA aid prior toettNovember 2004 election.
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Table 4: Effect of FEMA Application Approval on Voter Turnout Among Previous Voters and Previous Non-dters

Republican Republican Democrat Republican Republican
Model (1) Model (2) Model (3) Model (4) Model (5) Model (6)
o -0.017 0.101*** -0.017 -0.044** 0.074*** -0.044**
FEMA Application Approved ) 51y (0.026) (0.024) (0.016) (0.019) (0.016)
FEMA Application Approvedx 0.118*+* 0.118**
Registered Republican (0.036) (0.025)

i i 0.179*** 0.122%***
Registered Republican (0.025) (0.018)
Constant 2.260*** 2.439*** 2.260*** -0.084*** 0.038** -0.084***

(0.017) (0.019) (0.017) (0.012) (0.014) (0.012)
Pseudo R 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30
N 81,148 82,427 163,575 61,489 43,688 105,177
Total Applicants: 81,148 82,427 163,575 61,489 43,688 105,177
Applicants Awarded Aid: 39,583 44,104 83,687 32,006 23,723 55,729
Approval Rate: 48.8% 53.5% 51.2% 52.1% 54.3% 54.0%

Dependent VariableVoted in November 2004 Election

November 2002 Voters

whose party affiliation is...

November 2002 Non-Voters
whose party affiliation is...

Voters Included:

Democrat

Democrat or

Democrat or

*** n<,001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed). Standard errors in parentheses.
Note: Data include registered voters whose householtieapfor FEMA disaster aid before the November 2@6ttion and who were registered to vote in lhlogh

2002 and 2004 elections.
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Table 5: WLS Regression: The Effect of FEMA Aid orPrecinct-Level Bush Vote Share

Dependent Variable:2004 George Bush Vote Share x100

Model (1) Model (2) Model (3) Model (4) Model (4)

Democratic Republican

Precincts Included: All Precincts  All Precincts  All Precincts Precincts Precincts

(< 50% Bush Vote)(> 50% Bush Vote)

Proposition 2: 0.36" 0.78" 1.03" 0.58" 1.25"
FEMA Aid (Dollars Per Capita, Logged) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.07) (0.06)
33.65° 26.16" 27.26" 17.49" 33.28"
2000 G.W. Bush Vote Share (1.02) (1.03) (0.93) (1.34) (1.65)
60.19" 66.50" 57.12" 61.58" 52.55"
2002 Jeb Bush Vote Share (1.03) (1.03) (1.07) (2.39) (1.69)
. 0.50" 0.66 0.29"
Median Household Income ($10,000s) -—-- -—-- (0.04) (0.06) (0.06)
. : -11.97" -7.80" -14.137
Welfare Receipts ($1,000s) Per Capita - e (2.06) (2.68) (3.16)

. . . -4.88" 5.12" -7.09”
African-American Proportion ——— ———- (0.46) (0.60) (1.20)
Homeowner Proportion -—-- - 5,50 3.87 6.88"

P (0.33) (0.41) (0.54)
Hurricane Wind Speeds Included No Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 0.77" 6.28" 7.16" 7.64” 7.45"
(0.0.23) (0.49) (0.62) (0.99) (1.03)
R 0.93 0.93 0.94 0.93 0.80
N 5,897 5,897 5,897 2,866 3,031

*** n<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed). Standard errors in parentheses.
Note: Observations are weighted by precinct voting-agmufation. Democratic (Republican) precincts agséin which George
Bush’s share of the two-party vote in November 28@8 under (at least) 50%.
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Figure 1: Turnout Rate Among FEMA Aid Recipients ard Rejected Applicants

Among Democrats, Aid Recipients Exhibit Lower Turnout Among Republicans, Aid Recipients Exhibit Higher Turnout
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vote in both the 2002 and 2004 elections, and waie wither registered Demaocrats (left plot) or Rdipans (right plot) as of the November 2004
election.
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Figure 2: The Awarding of FEMA Aid by Party, by Income Group, and by Hurricane Severity

FEMA Aid Distributed, FEMA Aid Distributed, FEMA Aid Distributed,
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Table App.1: Partisan Composition of FEMA Aid Applicants

Party Affiliation Number of FEMA Aid Applicants
who were Party Affiliates

Democratic Party 142,637 (44.0%)

Republican Party 126,115 (38.9%)

[No Party Affiliation Selected] 36,729 (11.3%)

Independent Party of Florida 7,206 (2.2%)

The No Party Affiliation Party of Florida 1,707 @90)

Libertarian Party of Florida 322 (<0.1%)

Independence Party of Florida 162 (<0.1%)

Reform Party 130 (<0.1%)

The Green Party of Florida, Inc. 110 (<0.1%)

[Other or non-recognized party] 9,201 (2.8%)

Total Applicants with Voter Registrations 324,319 100%)

Note: This Table reports each party's share of the Fdodda FEMA applicants who satisfied the followitigee
criteria: 1) The individual's household applied F&EMA aid during the 2004 hurricane season; 2) FBblk action
on the household’s aid application prior to the &lober 2004 general election; 3) The individual elagble and
actively registered to vote in both the 2002 andd?@eneral elections
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Table App.2: Re-estimation of Table 1 Models Usin@lustered Standard Errors
Effect of FEMA Application Approval on Voter Turnou t Among FEMA Applicants

Dependent Variablevoted in November 2004 Election
Democrats and

Voters Included:  Democrats Republicans

Republicans
o -0.039 0.054" -0.041
FEMA Application Approved (0.018) (0.017) (0.019)
FEMA Application ApprovedX 0.100~
Registered Republican (0.028)
Registered Republican (8822)
Voted in November 2002 2.343"7 2.347" 2.352"
General Election (0.115) (0.140) (0.125)
Maximum Wind Speed 0.000 -0.011 -0.005
(Miles Per Hour) (0.005) (0.008) (0.006)
Maximum Wind Speed 0.000 0.000 0.000
(Miles Per Hour Squared) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
. 0.071" 0.081" 0.075"
Voter's Age (Years) (0.006) (0.008) (0.006)
. -0.001" -0.001" -0.001"
Voter's Age (Years Squared) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Med. Home Value in 0.009" 0.010 0.010
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.003) (0.006) (0.004)
. -0.276" -0.162" -0.226"
Voter's Gender (Male) (0.027) (0.013) (0.020)
African-American “0.011 0.474 -0.027
(0.040) (0.078) (0.040)
Med. Household Income in 0.081" 0.092™ 0.081"
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.011) (0.012) (0.008)
County Fixed Effects Included Included Included
Constant -1.689" -1.534" -1.633"
(0.260) (0.377) (0.292)
Pseudo R 0.34 0.33 0.34
N 142,637 126,115 268,752

*** n<,001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed). Clustered standard errors ireptheses, where each cluster is a county.
Note: Data include registered voters whose householtieapbfor FEMA disaster aid before the November 2@@ktion and
who were registered to vote in both the 2002 arg#i28ections.
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Table App.3: Effect of FEMA Aid Delivered One WeekBefore the November 2004 Election

Dependent VariablevVoted in November 2004 Election

Model (1) Model (2) Model (3) Model (4)
Voters Included: Democrats Republicans Democrats Republicans

FEMA Application Approved -0.030 0.077" -0.034 0.048"

During Aug. 14 to Oct. 27, 2004 (0.014) (0.016) (0.014) (0.016)
FEMA Application Approved -0.125" 0.203" -0.124 0.168"
During Oct. 27 to Nov. 2, 2004 (0.040) (0.048) (0.041) (0.049)
Voted in November 2002 General 2.358" 2.416° 2.343" 2.3477
Election (0.014) (0.016) (0.015) (0.017)
Maximum Wind Speed 0.000 -0.011
(Miles Per Hour) (0.005) (0.005)
Maximum Wind Speed 0.000 0.000

(Miles Per Hour Squared) (0.000) (0.000)

: 0.071" 0.081"
Voter's Age (Years) (0.002) (0.003)

. -0.001" -0.001"
Voter's Age (Years Squared) (0.000) (0.000)
Med. Home Value in 0.009” 0.010”
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.002) (0.002)

: -0.276 -0.162"
Voter's Gender (Male) (0.014) (0.016)

: . -0.011 -0.474"
African-American (0.018) (0.051)
Med. Household Income in 0.081" 0.092"
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.008) (0.009)
County Fixed Effects -—-- -—-- Included Included
Constant -0.088" 0.032 -1.688" -1.539"

(0.011) (0.013) (0.182) (0.229)
Pseudo R 0.30 0.30 0.34 0.33
N 142,637 126,115 142,637 126,115

*** n<,001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed). Standard errors in parentheses.
Note: Data include voters whose household applied faviRElisaster aid before the November 2004 electamm
who were registered to vote in both the 2002 ar@#}2fections.
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Table App.4: Effect of FEMA Award Size on Voter Tumout Among FEMA Applicants

Dependent Variablevoted in November 2004 Election

Model (1) Model (2) Model (3)  Model (4)

Model (5)

Ndel (6)

Voters Included: Democrats RepublicansDemocrats an

Democrats Republicans

Democrats an

Republicans Republicans
. -0.009™ 0.008™ -0.009" -0.009™ 0.005 -0.009™
Log.(FEMA Aid + $1) (0.002) (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.002)
Log. (FEMA Aid + $1) % 0.017" 0.014™
Registered Republican (0.003) (0.003)

: : 0.141" 0.081"
Registered Republican (0.015) (0.016)
Voted in November 2002 2.356 2.416" 2.383" 2.342" 2.348" 2.352"
General Election (0.014) (0.016) (0.011) (0.015) (0.017) (0.012)
Maximum Wind Speed -0.000 -0.011 -0.005
(Miles Per Hour) (0.005) (0.005) (0.003)
Maximum Wind Speed 0.000 0.000 0.000
(Miles Per Hour Squared) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

. 0.071" 0.082" 0.075"
Voter's Age (Years) (0.002)  (0.003)  (0.002)

. -0.001" -0.001" -0.001"
Voter's Age (YearS Squared) T T T (0000) (0000) (0000)
Med. Home Value in 0.009™ 0.010” 0.010”
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

. -0.275" -0.161" -0.226"
Voter's Gender (Male) (0.014)  (0.016)  (0.010)
African-American -0.012  -0.475" -0.027

(0.018) (0.051) (0.016)
Med. Household Income in 0.080™ 0.092™ 0.081"
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.008) (0.009) (0.006)

County Fixed Effects e e - Included Included Included
Constant -0.072” 0.048™ -0.081" -1.669" -1.523" -1.618"
(0.011) (0.013) (0.010) (0.182) (0.229) (0.140)

Pseudo R 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.34 0.33 0.34

N 142,637 126,115 268,752 142,637 126,115 268,752

*** n<,001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed). Standard errors in parentheses.

Note: Data include registered voters whose householtieabfor FEMA disaster aid before the November 2004

election and who were registered to vote in both2002 and 2004 electiofsEMA Aidis the number of dollars

each applicant's household received. Rejected appdiceceive $0.
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Table App.5: Alternative Specifications of Logged EMA Aid Models

Dependent Variablé/oted in November 2004 Election

Model (1) Model (2) Model (3) Model (4) Model (5) Mdel (6) Model (7) Model (8) Model (9)
Democrats an . Democrats an Democrats an
Republicans Democrats Republicans Republicans Republicans

Voters Included: Democrats Republicans Democrats Republicans

. -0.017" 0.009" -0.017"
Log.(FEMAAId +$10)  5003)  (0.003)  (0.003)

Log: (FEMA Aid + $10)X 0.025"

Registered Republican (0.004)

Loge (FEMA Aid + $0.1) -0.006 0.007 -0.006

(0.001) (0.002) (0.001)
Log. (FEMA Aid + $0.1)% 0.013"

Registered Republican (0.002)

-0.022" 0.018" -0.022"

Logio(FEMA Aid + $1) (0.004) (0.005) (0.004)

Logho (FEMA Aid + $1) X 0.040"
Registered Republican (0.007)

. . 0.085" 0.171" 0.141"
Registered Republican (0.023) (0.012) (0.015)
Voted in November 2002  2.355" 2.416" 2.382" 2.357" 2.416" 2.383" 2.356 2.416" 2.383"
General Election (0.014) (0.016) (0.011) (0.014) (0.016) (0.011) (0.014) (0.016) (0.011)
Constant -0.027 0.036 -0.036 -0.091" 0.060” -0.099” -0.072" 0.048" -0.081"

(0.015) (0.019) (0.015) (0.009) (0.011) (0.008) (0.011) (0.013) (0.010)
Pseudo R 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30

N 142,637 126,115 268,752 142,637 126,115 268,752 6342 126,115 268,752
*** n<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed). Standard errors in parentheses.

Note: Data include registered voters whose householtiezpfor FEMA disaster aid before the November 2@@ttion and who were registered to vote in bb&2002 and 2004
elections.
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Table App.6: Effect of FEMA Responsiveness on Votefurnout Among Applicants

Dependent Variablevoted in November 2004 Election

Model (1) Model (2)  Model (3)

Model (4)

Model (5)

Ndel (6)

Voters Included: Democrats RepublicansDemocrats an

Democrats Republicans

Democrats an

Republicans Republicans
- -0.033 0.088™ -0.032 -0.039" 0.055" -0.041
FEMA Application Approved s 514y (0.016)  (0.014)  (0.014)  (0.016)  (0.014)
FEMA Application Approvedx 0.118" 0.100"
Registered Republican (0.020) (0.021)
. . 0.141" 0.079”
Registered Republican (0.015) (0.016)
Waiting Time for FEMA -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 0.000 -0.000 0.000
Response to Application (Days) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Voted in November 2002 2.358" 2.416" 2.384” 2.343" 2.347" 2.352"
General Election (0.014) (0.016) (0.011) (0.015) (0.017) (0.012)
Maximum Wind Speed 0.000 -0.006 -0.005
(Miles Per Hour) (0.005) (0.016) (0.003)
Maximum Wind Speed 0.000 0.000 0.000
(Miles Per Hour Squared) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
. 0.071" 0.081" 0.075"
Voter's Age (Years) (0.002)  (0.003)  (0.002)
. -0.001” -0.001" -0.001"
Voter's Age (Years Squared) - - - (0000) (OOOO) (OOOO)
Med. Home Value in 0.009” 0.010" 0.010”
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
. -0.276" -0.162" -0.226"
Voter's Gender (Male) (0014)  (0.016)  (0.010)
African-American -0.011  -0.474” -0.027
(0.018) (0.051) (0.016)
Med. Household Income in 0.081" 0.092™ 0.081"
Block Group ($1,000s) (0.008) (0.009) (0.006)
County Fixed Effects -—-- -—-- -—-- Included Included Included
Constant -0.087" 0.035 -0.095~ -1.688"~ -1.535" -1.633"
(0.011) (0.013) (0.010) (0.182) (0.229) (0.140)
Pseudo R 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.34 0.33 0.34
N 142,637 126,115 268,752 142,637 126,115 268,752

*** n<,001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed). Standard errors in parentheses.

Note: Data include registered voters whose householtieabfor FEMA disaster aid before the November 2004

election and who were registered to vote in both2002 and 2004 elections.
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Table App.7: Re-estimation of Table 5 Models Usin@lustered Standard Errors
WLS Regression: The Effect of FEMA Aid on Precincttevel Bush Vote Share

Dependent Variable:2004 George Bush Vote Share x100

Model (1) Model (2) Model (3) Model (4) Model (5)

Democratic Republican

Precincts Included: All Precincts  All Precincts  All Precincts Precincts Precincts

(< 50% Bush Vote)(> 50% Bush Vote)

Proposition 2: 0.36 0.78" 1.03” 0.79" 1.20"
FEMA Aid (Dollars Per Capita, Logged) (0.12) (0.12) (0.09) (0.16) (0.11)
33.65 26.16" 27.26" 20.78" 35.44"
2000 G.W. Bush Vote Share (4.44) (3.52) (3.34) (2.88) (5.50)
60.19" 66.50" 57.12" 55.46 49.79”7
2002 Jeb Bush Vote Share (4.27) (3.31) (3.54) (3.99) (5.11)
. 0.50" 0.85" 0.14
Median Household Income ($10,000s) (0.08) (0.15) (0.14)
. . -11.97" -3.49 -12.24
Welfare Receipts ($1,000s) Per Capita (3.01) (3.79) (5.79)

. . . -4.88" -7.94” -11.36"
African-American Proportion (0.99) (1.38) (3.25)
Homeowner Proportion 5.50° 2.81" 7.48°

P (0.68) (0.77) (1.21)
Hurricane Wind Speeds Included No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant 0.78 6.28 7.16" 11.077 10.48"
(0.61) (1.92) (2.06) (2.24) (3.32)
R 0.93 0.93 0.94 0.93 0.80
N 5,897 5,897 5,897 2,866 3,031

*** n<.001; *p<.01; *<.05 (two-tailed). Clustered standard errors ireptheses, where each cluster is a State Housietdiste smallest geographic unit within which
precincts lie.

Note: Observations are weighted by precinct voting-amgutation. Democratic (Republican) precincts amséhin which George Bush’s share of the two-paotg ¥n
November 2000 was under (at least) 50%.
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Figure App.1: Distribution of FEMA Aid Across Indiv iduals

Distribution of FEMA Aid Awards Among
Aid Applicants who are Registered Republicans

Distribution of FEMA Aid Awards Among
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Figure App.2: FEMA Aid Recipients for Hurricane Charley (FEMA Disaster #1539)

Note: The bright pink strip in this map denotes the cep&th of Hurricane Charley,
which traveled northeast across Florida. The gdega denote the residential
location of each successful FEMA aid applicant.
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Figure App.3: Hurricane Wind Speeds Experienced bypemocratic and Republican Voters

Hurricane Victimization and Partisanship
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could be geocoded.
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Figure App.4: The Awarding of FEMA Aid by Party, by Home Value Group, and by Hurricane Severity
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Figure App.5: Efficacy of FEMA Application Processfor Democratic and Republican
Applicants

Applicants’ Average Wait Time for FEMA Inspection
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November 2004 election, who were registered to irot®th the 2002 and 2004 elections, and
who were either registered Democrats (left plotRepublicans (right plot) as of the November
2004 election
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Figure App.6: Spatial Autocorrelation of Residuals from Tablévdel 4
(Democratic Applicants)
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Figure App.7: Spatial Autocorrelation of Residualsfrom Table 1, Model 5
(Republican Applicants)
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Figure App.8: Effect of FEMA Aid on Bush Vote Sharein Democratic and Republican

Precincts
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Note: The vertical axes measure the residuals from dlpellation-weighted least squares regression:
BustD4 =a + S, [BuslO0 + S, [BuslD2 + B, Wind + ¢, , whereBustO0 andBusi04 are George

Bush’s precinct-level vote shares from the 2000 20@4 Presidential elections, respectively, and
JebBusb?2 is Jeb Bush'’s precinct-level vote shares from2ib@2 Gubernatorial electiokvind
represents the vector of maximum wind speeds ih pegcinct during each of the four summer 2004
hurricanes. The dashed line in each plot depietddhst-squares fit. Observations are weightechbk e
precinct’s voting-age population.
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The Formal Model:

Players:There are two politicians, an Incumbent (I) ar@hallenger (C), who have
divergent ideal points. Without loss of generalitye assume thatandC have ideal pointx, =1

and x. = 0O, respectively; that is, the incumbent is right-wargl the challenger is left-wing,
mirroring the 2004 Bush-Kerry election. At the st@irthe game, Nature selects the politicians’
types, 6, ,6. 0{04}, with probabilities:Pr(g, =0)=Pr(8, =1)=Pr(g. =0)=Pr(g, =1)=%.

6,6, are privately revealed loandC, respectively. As explained below, a politiciartyjfe

68 =0 prefers not to deliver aid the voter, while onaygfe = 1prefers to deliver aid. Finally,
there is a single Votar whose ideal point, denoteq [1(01), lies somewhere between those of

andC. For clarity, we use female pronouns for the Inbantl and the Challeng&€® and male
pronouns for the Votev.

StrategiesThe game consists of two periods and an electbnd®en the first and second
periods. In period 1, the Incumbértolds office and chooses whether to give the Wsi@ione-
unit distributive aidy, D{O,]}. After the first periodyY decides whether to participate in the

election,v1{0,3}, and if so, whether to elect the Incumbent or thal@énger,e{I,C}. If V
does not vote, then Nature chooses the wirefl ,C} with probabilitie{, %). In period 2, the
election winner is in office and decides whethegit@V a one-unit distributive aidy, 0{0,1}.

Voter's Utility: During each period 0{1,2}, the voters utility is:
Uy =%, =% [+ i, 1)
where y, 0{0,1} represents the amount of distributive aid awatdete voter in periot x,
represents the voter’s ideal point, axgdis the ideal point of the office-holding politicig, who is

either the Incumberit(x, =1) or the ChallengeE (x. = 0). Hence, the voter's utility depends on
his ideological proximity to the office holder aghas his benefit from any distributive aid.

In between the two periods, the voter may choos®te in the election by incurring a
turnout cost,, which is randomly drawn by Nature from the unifadmstribution w~U [0,1] and
revealed tod/ prior to the election. Henc¥'s overall utility payoff over the entire game is:

U, =Uy +U; - i), 2)
wherev1{0,1} is V's choice of whether to turn out in the electiond &} andU? areV's
payoffs from the first and second periods, respelsti

Politicians’ Utility: In each period D{L 2}, each politicianp D{I ,C} receives the payoff:
u; =-6, - ) 3)
where y, 0{01} is the executive’s choice of distributive aid jpgli #, denotes the politician’s
type, which represents her preferred distributiokcy. Hence, a politician of typ€, =1 prefers
to deliver aid(xt =1), while a politician of typef, = (always prefers no ai@g = O) for V.
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Sequence of PlayFormally, the sequence of play is as follows:

1. Nature determines each politician’s tyge,d. 0{04}, with probabilities(3, %) and

reveals types privately toandC, respectively.
2. The incumbernit picks the first period aid amouny, D{O,]}.

3. Nature determines the cost of voting:-U[01] .

4. The voteV chooses whether to vote[1{0,1}

5(a). If V votes(v =1), then he chooses the election winresr{1,C}.

5(b). If V does not votdv = 0), then Nature determines the election winrgt{l,C} .
6. The winner of the electioh ¢r C) picks the second period aid amouyg,D{O,]}.

Voter Beliefs:The VoterV does not observe the politician typés,and . ,that Nature
randomly chooses. Insteadcan only observe the Incumbent's first-periodritigtive policy,
y1, and form updated beliefs abdis type. Let p, (H|y1) denote the V’s posterior beliefs about

the probability thatf, =1 after observingy,.

Equilibrium Results: In this section, we describe players’ strategreslzeliefs in Perfect
Bayesian Equilibrium and derive testable predididfor simplicity, we assume that VVotér
resolves uncertainty in favor of turning out andawor of voting for the Incumbeiht Under these
assumptions, the game has a unique, fully sepgratjailibrium solution.

Lemma A(Executive’s Distributive Policy): In each period D{LZ}, the office-holding
executive, pD{I ,C}, chooses the distributive policy, =&, Proof: Appendix.

Lemma B(Voter’'s updated beliefs about Incumbent’s typ@jfter observing the
Incumbent’s choice of, D{O,]} during the first period, the Vot&f's updated belief about

the Incumbent’s type isp,, (]jyl)z y,. Proof: Appendix.

Lemmas AandB state that the equilibrium is fully separating. kisumbent of type
6, =1 always chooses to provide distributive gigl=1), while type 8, = Onever provides aid.

Hence, the Incumbent's period 1 choice of distieypolicy, y;, is an informative signal to the

voter about her type. As incumbent types are fedlgarating, the delivery of aid during period 1
thus increase¥’s expected payoff from having the incumbent retel@cThis increased payoff
drives our main result that the delivery of periodid increases a right-wing voter's probability
of turnout in the election.

Lemma C: (V's Turnout and Vote Choice)/’s turnout choice in the election is:
-v,/2-X, + 34, if X, <¥4;
1 if ws®; _ %/27% 3 o Y
v= C twhere:w=4{x,(2y,-1)-y, +3/4, ifl4<x, <34 (5)
0, otherwise :
Y,/2+ X%, —3/4, if x, 23/4.
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i 3-2y, .
I, if X, 2—=;
Conditional on turning oul¥/’s vote in the election ise = 4

C, otherwise

Proof: Supplemental Appendix.

These_emmagslescribe the equilibrium strategies of the Incumtlaed the Votel.emma
C described/’s preferred candidate in the election. Conditiaraturning out, a right-wing voter
elects the Incumbent, while a left-wing voter edabie Challenger. But a moderate voter prefers
the Incumbent if she provided aid during periochd prefers the Challenger otherwise. The
intuition behind this result is as follows. The ¥otlerives utility both from the ideological leagin
of the office-holder and from any distributive &id receives. The Incumbent is right-wing, and the
Challenger is left-wing. Hence, a solidly right-giand left-wing voter always vote for the
Incumbent and the Challenger, respectively, regasdbf their distributive policies. But a
moderate vote(],/4s X, < 3/4) Is relatively ideologically indifferent and willrefer the

Incumbent only if she has demonstrated a favordibteibutive policy during period 1.
Additionally, Lemma GCstates that the Vot&fturns out in the election only if the cost of
voting, «, is sufficiently low. The intuition here is th¥ts decision of whether to turn out in the
election depends on whether his expected utildynfelecting his preferred candidate sufficiently
exceeds his expected utility from allowing Natweandomly determine the election winner.
From the equilibrium results described_emmas AhroughC, we derive three testable
predictions concerning changes in electoral outsoraeised by the distribution of aid:

Proposition 1 (Effect of Distributive Aid on Votdurnout):

1(a) (Left-wing turnout): For a left-wing voter(x, <Y 2), receiving distributive aid in
period 1 causes a strict decrease in the probahilftvoter turnout.

1(b) (Right-wing turnout):For a right-wing voter(xv > 1/2), receiving distributive aid in
period 1 causes a strict increase in the probapibt voter turnout.

Proof: Supplemental Appendix

Proposition 1represents the main theoretical and empiricaltresthis manuscript. This
Propositiondescribes how voter turnout changes in responsegiving aid: Receiving aid in the
first period causes a relatively larger increasa iight-wing voter’s turnout probability but a
relatively smaller decrease in a left-wing votédsout probability.

Why does disaster aid affect voter turnout in oipadirections for a right-wing and a left-
wing voter? The intuition behind this result isttfa both types of voters, the delivery of aid in
period 1 enhances voter perception of the incun'd®gotlity. This perceived high quality
increases a right-wing voter’s preference for tltmbent over the challenger, and it decreases a
left-wing voter’'s motivation to expel the incumbémtfavor of the challenger. Hence, the right-
wing voter becomes more motivated to vote and cegie incumbent, while the left-wing voter
becomes less motivated to oust the incumbent bggiot

Figure App.9 visually depicts theBeoposition 1results, calculated from the equilibrium
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turnout strategies describedliamma CThis figure plots the marginal change in equilibr
turnout (vertical axis) caused by the incumbengkvery of aid as a function of the voter’s ideal
point, X, (horizontal axis). As illustrated in this plot, tlibutive aid causes a decrease in the

turnout of a left-wing voter but an increase imtwt for a right-wing voter.
Figure App.9

The Effect of Aid on Voter Turnout
in Equilibrium (Proposition 1)
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Proposition 2:Providing distributive aid during period 1 strigtincreases the incumbent’s
probability of re-electionProof: Supplemental Appendix

Proposition 2states that in equilibrium, dancumbenivho delivers aid in period 1 always
enjoys a higher probability of reelection thanimcumbentvho does not deliver aid. The intuition
behindProposition 2is as follows. The delivery of aid during the fiperiod is an informative
signal to the voter that the incumbent will agagfiveer aid in period 2 if reelected. This
information increases a right-leaning voter's irteento re-elect the incumbent and decreases a
left-wing voter’'s motivation to oust the incumbémfavor of the challenger, as demonstrated in
Proposition 1. Either an increase in right-winghtaut or a decrease in left-wing turnout increase
the right-wing Incumbent's probability of winning-election, as Nature chooses the election
winner if the voter does not turn out. Hence, thstive aid affects not only turnout, but also the
outcome of the election.
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Formal Model Proofs
Proof of Lemma A:In each period 0{1,2} and for either politicianp 0{I,C}, p's utility payoff
-6, -6 | ify =86 . . . :
is: UL (x,) :—‘Hp - yt‘ = ‘ P p‘ I Yt =% Hence, in the final period2, choosing
-1, ify, #26,.
Yy, =6, is a strictly dominant strategy. In peritdl, an incumbent of typé, =0 could increase
her probability of reelection by choosing =1, but this increased probability is never

sufficiently large to outweigh the disutility ofgling her less-preferred strategy in period 1.
Hence, choosing, =6, is always strictly dominant.

Proof of Lemma B:Via Lemma Aincumbent types are fully separating in equilibrj so after
observingy, V's updated belief abols type is: p, (H|yl) =y,

Proof of Lemma C:Given Lemma BY expects to receivE(y2 le=1 ) =y, units of aid in

period 3 ifl is reelected and&(y, |e=C)=E(6.)= % units of aid ifC wins the election. Hence,
V's expected second period payoff fréis reelection would beEU, (e=1)=-(1-x,)+y,,
whereas his expected third period payoff fréa election would beEU,, (e= C) =-x, +12.
Therefore, conditional on turning oM votes forl iff:

EU,(e=1)2EU,(e=C)=-(1-x )+ 2-X +Y2=x, 2—3_42y1.

When x, is above the threshold iq. G V prefers that the Incumbent win the election, s V’
total expected payoff from voting would be:
EUV(V: 1 X, 2 (3_ 2y1)/4): _(l_ Xv)"' Yy — W
When x, is below the threshold i&qg. 6 V prefers that the Challenger win the election, s® V'’
total expected payoff from voting would be:
EU, (v=1]x, <(3-2y,)/4)=-X +¥2-w

In both casesy’s total combined expected payoff from not votieg i

cu, (v=0)=EY%(e=1)  BU(e=C) _-{L-x)+y - +V2_y 1

2 2 2 2 2 4
Hence, in equilibriumy turns out to vote iffEU, (v=1)> EU, (v = 0)= w< @, where:
-v,/2-x, +3/4, if x, <¥4;
=1 x(2y,-1)-y+ 34, ifYa<x <34,
y,/2+ X%, —3/4, if x, =>3/4.

Proof of Proposition 1 Via Lemma Cthe Voter turns out ifte, which is drawn from
w~U [0,1] , Is sufficiently low. LetT, (x,) denote the probability of turnout for a voter with

ideal pointx, and who receivey, D{O,l} of aid during period 1. Applyingq. 5 we have:

(6)
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~%W/2-% + 34, if x, <¥4;
Tyl()(\/)= X/(Zyl_l)_y1+3/4’ if Y4<x, <34 (7
y,/2+x, — 34, if x, =3/4.

Hence, the change in turnout probability causethbydelivery of aic{y1 :1) in period 1 is:
-2, if x, <¥4;
T(%)-To(x)=12x, -1 ifY4s<x, <34 (8)
V2, if x, =34.

which is graphed on the left plot of Figure Appl®is quantity is strictly positive wher, >1/2
and strictly negative wher, <1/2.

Proof of Proposition 2 Let R, ()(V) denote the incumbelis probability of reelection after

delivering y, D{O;I} of aid during period 1 to voter V, whose idealrgas X, . Incumbent
reelection occurs either when V votes for the inbant,e=1, or whenV abstains from the
election and Nature randomly chooses the incumbgat.emma Cwe have:

_[Plwsay)+ ulpdws @y, it x =(3-2y)4,
Rub)= { yPrw>aly,), otherwise. ()
Yi/4-%/2+ 18, if x, <V4;
=R, (x)=1%/2+[L+2y)/8,  ifY4sx, <3/4;
Yi/4-X,/2+18, if x, >34.

Applying Eq. 5 the delivery of aid in period 1 increas&sreelection probability by the amount:
Rl(x,)— Ro(x,): ¥4 > 0, Ox, D[O,l], provingProposition 2.



