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State and local subsidy-giving in the U.S.

State govts spend about $30B/year on incentives to attract firms and encourage expansions

∼ size of unemployment insurance (UI) program

• This is the primary place-based policy in the U.S.

One-third of the spending goes to handful of firms

• In 2014, states promised $7 billion to just 48 firms (promising ∼50,000 jobs)

State and local governments have a substantial amount of discretion

• Decide which firms get subsidies and how much, with little oversight

Lack of transparency → subsidies may be allocated for political reasons

• Implications for distribution of resources within a state
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Stylized Fact: Govs spend more on subsidies when running for re-election

Slattery & Zidar (2020)

WTP 20% more than term-limited gov for average manuf. estab. in subsidy competition
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This Paper: The Political Economy of Subsidy-Giving

1. Does subsidy-winning affect election outcomes for incumbent politicians?

• Are subsidy-winning counties more likely to support the incumbent governor?

I Are there spillovers to same-party legislators?

• Is the effect due to realized or anticipated job creation/economic growth?

2. How does the potential political benefits to subsidy-giving affect the allocation
of economic development spending?

• Which types of firms get the most $? When in the election cycle? Where in the state?
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Background and Data on Discretionary Subsidies



Subsidy Data

Company Year Winner Runner-up
Subsidy

($M)
Jobs at
Stake

Invest
($M) N

Hyundai 2002 Montgomery, AL Hardin, KY 234.6 2,000 1,000 4
Fidelity Investments 2006 Wake, NC Duval, FL 88.2 2,000 100 6
Volkswagen 2008 Hamilton, TN Limestone, AL 446.3 2,000 1,000 12
American Greetings 2011 Cuyahoga, OH Cook, IL 146.1 1,700 10 3
Samsung 2015 Santa Clara, CA Travis, TX 25.0 350 195 2

Also: industry, new vs. retained jobs, some info on sources of $

Sources: Subsidy Tracker + Site Selection , Articles on Subsidy Deals ,
Tax Expenditure Reports , and State Budget Documents

396 subsidies, average $160M, 1,500 jobs (2002-2017)
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Subsidy Competition: Framework

In most cases, governors are not going out to recruit firms

• Firm has a site selection process, contacts states on shortlist

• Governor, locality, decide how much they are WTP, and bargain on incentive package

I Can include $ from state and local government, tax rebates and cash/in-kind transfers

Example Deal

Local papers cover deal, possible jobs

• Even before the firm has made decision

• Governor often has press conference
when finalized, and ribbon cutting when
breaking ground
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Political Data

Election Results

• County level votes for Governor (David Leip Election Atlas, 2002-2018)

• District level votes for State Senate, House/Assembly (Klarner, 2018)

Approval Ratings

• U.S. Official Job Approval Ratings by State (through 2010)

• MorningConsult/Ballotpedia (2015-2019)

Campaign Contributions

• Database on Ideology, Money in Politics, and Elections (Bonica, 2016)

Political Advertisements

• Wisconsin Advertising Project (2002-2008)

• Wesleyan Media Project (2006-2016)
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Subsidy-Giving and Voting



Does winning a subsidy affect voting behavior?

Sample: 122 incumbent governors run for re-election (2002-2018)

• 67 incumbent governors win subsidies in 149 unique counties

Strategy: Compare voting in treated counties with comparable counties in the same state.

For governor (g), county (c), state (s), election year (e)

% votegcse = α + βwingcs[e−1,e] + γXgcse + ηse + εgcse

• Where wingcs[e−1,e] = 1 if governor g won a subsidy deal for county c since last election (e − 1)

Control groups: (1) all untreated counties, (2) most profitable counties for subsidized

firm(s) More , (3) runner-up counties in same state Descriptive Statistics
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Governor Vote Share Results

All Counties Top Profit Counties Control = Runner-ups

Subsidy Deal Winner 0.44 0.87 0.89 1.24 1.30 1.40 2.16 2.29 2.29
(0.44) (0.46) (0.44) (0.43) (0.48) (0.48) (0.65) (0.66) (0.65)

Unemployment (%) -0.23 -0.30 -0.21 0.23 0.12 0.26 -0.10 -0.26 -0.25
(0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.11) (0.12) (0.13) (0.22) (0.26) (0.28)

% Vote in Previous Election 0.85 0.85 0.88 0.94 0.94 0.96 0.92 0.92 0.93
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

% Black 0.03 0.05 0.07 0.07 0.01 0.00
(0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)

% Hispanic 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.02 0.02 0.03
(0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.05)

% Urban -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

log(Population) -0.13 -0.36 -0.20 -0.13 -0.56 -0.61
(0.08) (0.10) (0.19) (0.20) (0.41) (0.44)

log(Average Housing Price) 0.56 -0.01 -2.98
(0.28) (0.72) (1.64)

log(Personal Income Per Capita) 1.37 1.16 4.34
(0.58) (1.09) (2.29)

Observations 4,985 4,985 4,051 787 787 686 278 278 268
R-squared 0.89 0.89 0.90 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.93
State × Year FE × × × × × × × × ×
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State Legislature Vote Share Results: Senate

Interested in subsidy-winning effect in legislature, but the vote share data is at the district level

• Analysis compares across legislators within the state, or within a county

State × Year FE County × Year FE
District Subsidy Win 1.65 0.82 0.32 -0.21 -0.03 -2.39

(0.68) (0.70) (0.98) (0.99) (1.04) (1.33)
Same Party as Governor 0.79 0.71 0.27 0.26 0.32 -0.31

(0.41) (0.42) (0.55) (0.57) (0.47) (0.61)
District Subsidy Win × Same Party 2.20 1.71 3.66

(1.22) (1.22) (1.34)
State Subsidy Win × Same Party 1.55 1.23 1.27

(0.78) (0.85) (0.96)
Observations 4,522 4,317 4,522 4,317 4,522 3,843 5,034 5,034 4,388
R-squared 0.51 0.53 0.51 0.53 0.51 0.54 0.68 0.68 0.69
Additional Controls × × ×

Subsidy-winning effect only realized if state senator is in the same party as the governor

• State senators even get ‘subsidy win’ boost for subsidies outside district
I Party Affiliation not as important in House/Assembly elections
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Incumbent Votes and Subsidy-Giving

Summary:

• Vote share for the incumbent governor increases by 0.9-2.3pp in winning county

I This is small, the average incumbent governor wins state with 56% of the votes More

• Vote share for the incumbent state senator increases by 1.7-3.7pp in winning district, but only
for state senators in the same party as the governor!

Potential Mechanisms:

1. Subsidy creates jobs and improves local economic outcomes, generating incumbent votes

2. Voters anticipate jobs, subsidy signals governor is making effort to improve local outcomes

Test: Hypothesis (1) suggests effect should be larger for subsidy-giving earlier in the term, while
(2) suggests effect should be largest for most recent announcements of subsidy deals.
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Vote Share Results by Date of Subsidy Deal

Coefficients

Subsidy in start of term has less than 1/3 of the effect of a subsidy in the election year

• Salience of deal and anticipated economic effect more important than realized outcomes

• Consistent with recent work on ARRA infrastructure spending (Huet-Vaughn 2019) and finding
that subsidies do not spur local economic growth (Slattery and Zidar 2020)
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Salience: Local News Coverage and Advertising

Governor

Mayor

Congressman
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Salience: Local News Coverage and Advertising

Advertising Data: “Siegelman New Jobs” (2002)

subsidy data

advertising
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Summary: Does subsidy winning affect election outcomes?

Small positive effect on vote share for incumbent governors in subsidy-winning counties

Similarly, small positive effect for state legislators in subsidy-winning districts

• State senate election effect specific to state senators in same party of governor

• Same-party effect spills over to non-subsidy winning districts

Effect largest when subsidy-deal announced in an election year

• Suggesting mechanism is the salience of the deal rather than realized outcomes that generate
incumbent votes

• Plentiful anecdotal data on news coverage of subsidy deals and political ads touting job
creation from attracting specific firms
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How do political concerns affect the distribution
of subsidy dollars across firms, time, space?



Subsidy-Giving and Politics: An Overview

1. Politics and Subsidy Size:

Democrats pay more for democrat jobs.

2. Politics and Subsidy Timing:

Governors are more likely to give subsidies when they have lower approval ratings ,
higher unemployment rates , and are running for re-election and can benefit from
lax campaign finance regulations

3. Politics and Subsidy Location:

There is little effect of politics on the location of subsidies within a state.
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Conclusion: Politicization is limited, economic benefit is highly anticipated.

Subsidy-giving is the primary place based policy in the US

• Lack of transparency raises concerns that subsidies are allocated for political reasons

• Previous work finds governors spend more on subsidies when running for re-election

In the aggregate, little evidence for the explicit politicization of subsidy-giving

• Subsidy-giving more likely when governor has lower approval ratings (higher unemployment)

• No effect on where subsidized firms locate within a state

I Consistent with anecdotal evidence on firms’ site selection process

• No effect on firm’s political affiliation (some preference for same party employees)
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Conclusion: Politicization is limited, economic benefit is highly anticipated.

Re-election effect likely driven by governors putting more effort (Besley and Case 1995)

• Subsidy-giving is an immediate, salient job creation tool

Both politicians and voters anticipate greater economic benefits than are realized

Politicians put substantial weight on anticipated spillovers when determining WTP for a given
firm (Slattery 2020), but local spillovers do not materialize (Slattery and Zidar 2020)

Voters are most affected by a subsidized firm arriving in their county when the subsidy deal is
announced in the election year. The effect precedes the actual arrival of the firm, and dissipates
with time, when the actual jobs and benefits should be realized.
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Thank You

Questions? Comments? E-mail: cailin.slattery@columbia.edu



Assembling a list of deals Back

1 / 36



2 / 36



Back
3 / 36



Back

4 / 36



Back
5 / 36



What’s in a Subsidy Deal: VW and Tennessee (2008) Back

VW chooses Chattanooga for new assembly plant, promising 2,000 jobs and $1B investment

• TN grants VW a subsidy worth $558 million

I Local property tax abatements over 30 years ($200M)
I Enhanced state job and investment tax credits over 20 years ($200M)
I Property given to VW ($81M), Worker training ($30M)
I Highway and road construction ($43M) + Rail line upgrades ($3.5M)

Deal was negotiated by Gov. Phil Bresenden and Sen. Bob Corker, then approved by the
TN General Assembly

Site Selection Magazine reports:

A team of 25 people with Staubach worked on the project, helping VW consider an initial
pool of more than 100 candidate sites, all located in the central or eastern U.S. because of
time-zone proximity to Germany. ... VW said it short-listed 25 sites. “It was then a dozen
or so we were in discussions with until the three finalists,” says Lubar.
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How do I predict county-level profits?

This is borrowed from my paper on subsidy competition (Slattery 2020):

• The subsidy competition model implies that the winning location should give the firm the
payoff it would receive in the runner-up:

πwinner + bwinner︸ ︷︷ ︸
payoff in winning place

≈ πrunner-up + vrunner-up︸ ︷︷ ︸
payoff in runner-up place

• I parameterize the functions π (firm profits) and v (location WTP)

• I have data on winning subsidies, and winning and runner-up location characteristics

• I can estimate this equation to recover the parameters of firm profits

I Parameterization allows for heterogeneity across industries and firm size

• I use those estimates to predict profits across counties

Back
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Descriptive Statistics for County Vote Share Analysis

All Counties Winning High-Profit Runner-ups
Mean Med. SD Mean Med. SD Mean Med. SD Mean Med. SD

log(Population) 10.26 10.15 1.48 12.49 12.68 1.37 11.23 11.34 1.61 12.49 12.54 1.39
Unemployment (%) 5.94 5.49 2.35 6.29 5.92 2.33 5.98 5.67 2.27 5.98 5.67 1.96
% Black 7.92 3.60 10.44 14.43 11.40 12.56 8.04 3.74 10.29 12.72 7.77 12.39
% Hispanic 8.18 3.61 11.79 10.08 5.20 12.20 7.78 4.99 8.82 9.49 5.37 9.23
% Urban 31.46 17.47 36.41 69.67 100.00 40.72 47.91 42.54 44.28 66.20 100.00 41.31
log(Average Housing Price) 4.78 4.73 0.52 5.08 4.98 0.53 5.27 5.24 0.53 5.15 5.05 0.58
log(Personal Income Per Capita) 10.40 10.39 0.29 10.62 10.58 0.30 10.57 10.55 0.32 10.66 10.60 0.30
% Turnout in Previous Election 32.58 31.76 9.63 30.17 29.25 8.34 31.50 30.89 8.62 28.66 28.20 7.24
% Vote in Previous Election 55.60 55.64 14.30 54.26 52.72 12.10 55.47 56.03 13.77 53.97 54.82 14.29

Back
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State Legislature Vote Share Results: House/Assembly

State × Year FE County × Year FE

District Subsidy Win 1.06 0.62 0.98 0.60 1.24 1.26
(0.35) (0.36) (0.49) (0.50) (0.59) (0.67)

Same Party as Governor -0.72 -0.75 -0.74 -0.77 -1.13 -0.92
(0.18) (0.18) (0.23) (0.24) (0.18) (0.22)

District Subsidy Win × Same Party 0.16 0.07 -0.22
(0.62) (0.62) (0.61)

State Subsidy Win × Same Party 0.07 -0.00 -0.57
(0.34) (0.36) (0.37)

Observations 20,069 19,077 20,069 19,077 20,069 17,592 25,876 25,876 23,934
R-squared 0.76 0.77 0.76 0.77 0.76 0.77 0.85 0.85 0.85
Additional Controls × × ×

Unlike in the state senate, the subsidy-winning effect is independent of party for state
legislators in the house/assembly

• Also, there is no spillover, or ‘subsidy win’ boost for subsidies outside the district

Back
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State Level Election Results

Sample: 122 incumbent governors run for re-election (2002-2018)

Strategy: For governor (g), state (s), election year (e)

% votegse = α + βwings[e−1,e] + γXgse + ηe + εgse

• Where wings[e−1,e] = 1 if governor g won a subsidy deal since last election (e − 1)

• Xse : unemployment, change in manuf. emp, % with BA, income tax, corporate tax, property
tax, sales tax, % vote in previous election, # of campaign ads, # of competitors, total ad
spending

Descriptive Analysis: Comparing across governors, so no way to control for other
unobservables on governor “type.”
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Incumbent Elections: Descriptive Statistics

Vote Share (%) Economic Vars (%) Advertising
Incumbent N Last Current Unemp ∆ Manuf Emp % Jobs $ per Vote

Subsidy Deal Winner 65 54.1 56.2 6.05 -0.89 46.1 8.98
Runner-up 23 56.5 57.4 4.91 -1.48 34.9 6.94
Neither 34 54.3 55.8 4.33 2.57 28.7 4.53

• Subsidy deal winners have higher unemployment rates, focus on jobs in their ads, and are in
more competitive races

• Runner-ups and subsidy winners are both experiencing a decline in manufacturing employment

• All 3 groups are similar on election results

I Runner-ups doing a little better in last election
I Only 23 “true” runner-up elections (many winning states also runner-ups in same term)
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Results: State Level “Effect” of Winning a Subsidy Deal

All Incumbent Elections Control = Runner-ups

Subsidy Deal Winner 3.62∗ 2.24 3.70∗ 5.09∗∗ 1.14 3.52
(1.79) (1.84) (1.73) (1.85) (2.13) (2.34)

State Unemployment (%) -2.53∗∗ -1.99∗ -0.00 0.27 -0.16 -0.22
(0.88) (0.85) (0.72) (0.96) (0.88) (1.20)

Top Personal Income Tax Rate (%) -0.48 -0.71∗∗ -0.38 -0.56∗ -0.08
(0.34) (0.26) (0.37) (0.28) (0.36)

log(# TV Ads in Race) -2.90∗∗∗ -3.73∗∗∗

(0.48) (0.57)
# of Challengers in Race -1.36∗∗∗ -0.96∗

(0.39) (0.42)
log($ Cost of TV Ads in Race) -2.88∗∗∗ -3.06∗∗∗

(0.49) (0.52)

Observations 122 122 101 69 76 48
R-squared 0.24 0.40 0.65 0.70 0.70 0.81
Subsidy Deal Winner: Mean 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.52 0.71 0.75
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Timing of Subsidy-Giving: Coefficients Back

% of Mean % of SD

Subsidy Deal Winner:
First 2 years 0.77 1.34 5.34

(0.64)
First 3 years 1.10 1.89 7.75

(0.56)
Last 3 years 1.38 2.35 9.89

(0.50)
Last 2 years 1.81 3.06 12.94

(0.65)
Election Year 2.77 4.64 19.78

(0.92)

Any year 1.40 2.41 10.0
(0.48)

Observations 538 595 641 561 457 686
R-squared 0.93 0.93 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
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Subsidy Deals from “Siegelman New Jobs” Ad (2002) Back
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Advertising on Subsidy Deals

Hypothesis: Subsidy deal is valuable as tool to signal that governor working hard to attract
firms and create jobs for voters

• Electoral accountability may have a disciplining effect, but also can create incentive to pander
to public opinion and disregard minority welfare (Maskin & Tirole 2004)

• Discretionary subsidies especially salient

I May not be most cost-effective way to create jobs
I Future effect on local economy is highly uncertain
I BUT signals effort by governor, and guarantees concrete number of jobs with the firm
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Advertising Data: Share of Ads Mentioning Jobs

0
.5

1
1.

5
2

0 .2 .4 .6 .8 1

subsidy winners no subsidy
Back

17 / 36



Measuring the political “affiliation” of firms

Match subsidized firms to campaign contribution data by company name

• Corporate and PAC contributions (if PAC has name of company)

• Individual contributions for individuals who list company as employer

Figure: Distribution of Political Affiliation (Democrat)
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Example firms with high party affiliation

Democrat, by Employee Contrib Democrat, by Corporate Contrib
A123 Systems MI Adobe Systems UT
ACTIVE Network TX Chiquita Brands NC
Blue Sky Studios CT Chobani ID
ImClone Systems NJ Electrolux NC, TN
Monsanto MO Honda AL, IN, NC
SolarCity NY, UT INC Research NC
Switch MI, NV SpaceX TX
Ulta CA Volvo SC
Vadata OH Waste Not Technologies KY

Republican, by Employee Contrib Republican, by Corporate Contrib
Cabela’s WV ACTIVE Network TX
Canon NY, VA Canon NY, VA
Caterpillar TX, NC, GA Continental Tire SC, MS
Continental Tire SC, MS Digi-Key Corporation MN
Digi-Key Corporation MN Foxconn WI
Goya Foods NJ Gartner Inc CT
Hankook Tire TN Remington Arms AL
Hertz FL USEC OH
Nexteer Automotive MI Woodward IL
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Analysis: Is party affiliation correlated with subsidy size? Back

Subsidy Size ($M)

# Jobs Promised (1,000) 93.15 93.92 28.11 81.46 29.44 85.26 31.15
(10.67) (12.20) (11.09) (13.16) (10.75) (13.74) (11.14)

Size of Investment Planned ($B) 17.17 16.32 68.35 15.26 58.74 14.98 64.53
(2.59) (2.81) (8.30) (2.93) (7.67) (3.01) (8.16)

Manufacturing Firm 65.67 89.30 25.07 55.86 38.11 76.79 53.40
(28.01) (33.88) (27.47) (36.00) (26.62) (39.24) (28.71)

Democrat Governor -151.44 -117.40 -216.16
(71.95) (74.54) (101.63)

% Employee Contrib. to Dems -28.15 -45.27 20.10 31.37
(78.73) (63.60) (99.47) (75.89)

% Corporate Contrib. to Dems -124.40 -58.83 -126.23 -48.90
(84.62) (62.39) (91.30) (66.91)

Dem × % Employee Contrib. to Dems 232.47 139.23 207.31 90.04
(123.20) (99.41) (150.79) (112.11)

Dem × % Corporate Contrib. to Dems 195.89 77.97 184.86 60.38
(129.65) (95.28) (144.13) (105.67)

Observations 397 314 284 289 264 264 237
R-squared 0.60 0.65 0.53 0.67 0.49 0.69 0.53
State FE × × × ×
Governor FE × × ×
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Republican affiliation ↑ 10pp

→ Rep subsidy ↑ $3M (2%)
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Controlling for Competition

In this analysis I use the residual from previous analysis, that controls for the competition
for the runner-up location and the relative profitablility of the winning and runner-up place

• The residual is unexplained profits and valuation, from the winner or runner-up

• Pattern of larger $ for same-party employees persists, albeit a bit weaker

Democrat Governor -53.46 9.25
(49.53) (49.95)

% Employee Contributions to Dems -31.31 -44.56
(52.08) (48.93)

Dem × % Employee Contrib. to Dems 114.49 98.36
(84.57) (79.82)

% Corporate Contributions to Dems -18.76 -40.40
(55.39) (50.59)

Dem × % Corporate Contrib. to Dems -5.71 -13.52
(86.72) (78.70)

Observations 297 266 274 250
R-squared 0.31 0.19 0.31 0.22
State FE × ×
Governor FE × ×
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Approval Rating Data

U.S. Official Job Approval Rating data (pre-2011) Specific Governors

• By governor and poll, aggregated to month so can do within governor analysis
(have data on month of subsidy announcement for each firm)

• Raw data shows subsidy events are more common in lower positive approval or higher negative
approval rating periods
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Analysis: Timing of Subsidy Deals

Regression Results % ∆ Pr(Sub-Giving)
Dep. Var: Subsidy-Giving Dummy ↑ 1 SD Spec 1. Spec 2

Positive Approval Rating (%) -0.0025 -0.0019 -0.0018 5.61 -10.8 -14.4
(0.0012) (0.0007) (0.0007)

Negative Approval Rating (%) 0.0019 0.0015 0.0013 5.82 8.5 11.8
(0.0010) (0.0005) (0.0005)

Net Approval Rating (%) -0.0011 -0.0009 -0.0008 11.41 -9.7 -13.9
(0.0006) (0.0003) (0.0003)

Observations 1,226 2,120 2,120
Dep. Var. Mean 0.130 0.074 0.074
Governor FE × × ×
Balanced Sample × ×
Month FE ×

↑ negative approval by 5.8pp (1 SD), prob. of subsidy-giving increases by 11.8% (0.87pp)

Approval Ratings and Unemployment Rates

Back
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Probability of Subsidy Giving Back

Strategy: Linear probability model

• Dependent variable equals 1 if there was any subsidy in state s and year t

• Regression includes for state, year FE, time-variant state characteristics

→ 1% increase in unemployment rate associated with 15% increase in probability of subsidy giving

Unemployment Rate (%) 0.045 0.044 0.037
(0.017) (0.017) (0.022)

Governor can run for re-election 0.044 0.073
(0.036) (0.038)

Observations 816 816 768
R-squared 0.33 0.33 0.34
Dep. Var. Mean 0.31 0.31 0.33
State, Year FE × × ×
Additional Controls ×
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Subsidy Giving and Campaign Finance

• Forces 24 states to allow corps to make independent expenditures in state elections

• Diff-in-diff: Estimate the effect of the opportunity to receive more financial support from firms
on state subsidy-giving behavior

First Stage: Corporations spend more in elections post-Citizens
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Subsidy Giving and Campaign Finance: Specification

Baseline: yst = θ0 + θ1Treats × Postt + θ4Xst + ηt + γs + εst

• yst : a measure of incentive spending or subsidy-giving in state s at time t

• Treats = 1: States affected by ruling (previously banned corporate spending)

I Control group: States that allowed unlimited spending pre-Citizens

• Post-ruling variable, Postt , equals 1 if the year is greater than 2010

I 2010 is omitted from the analysis

With interaction for career-concerned governors:

yst = θ0 + θ1Treats × Postt + θ2Can Runst + θ3Treats × Postt × Can Runst

+ θ4Xst + ηt + γs + εst

• Can Run st = 1: when state has governor eligible to run for re-election
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Campaign Finance: Total Spending Results Back

Per-Capita Spending ($)
Treat × Post Citizens -2.06 -0.63 -7.16 -10.16

(5.28) (5.75) (7.80) (8.42)
Governor Can Run for Re-election -2.88 -5.00

(4.29) (4.73)
Treat × Post × Can Run 6.42 12.15

(5.56) (6.57)

R-squared 0.89 0.90 0.90 0.90
Observations 248 248 248 248
Additional Controls × ×
State, Year FE × × × ×

No effect of Citizens on per-capita incentive spending on average

• Effect specific to governors who can run for re-election

• If all governors in treated states were eligible to run for re-election in the post period, their
per-capita spending would increase by ∼ $3 (10% at the median)
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Similar Pattern for Subsidy Giving Back

# Subsidy Competitions
Treat × Post Citizens 0.00 -0.11 -0.70 -0.84

(0.40) (0.45) (0.52) (0.62)
Governor Can Run for Re-election -0.85 -0.81

(0.28) (0.32)
Treat × Post × Can Run 0.98 1.01

(0.51) (0.59)

R-squared 0.64 0.65 0.65 0.66

# Subsidy Wins
Treat × Post Citizens -0.25 -0.19 -0.65 -0.62

(0.26) (0.29) (0.30) (0.37)
Governor Can Run for Re-election -0.48 -0.53

(0.21) (0.22)
Treat × Post × Can Run 0.57 0.60

(0.29) (0.38)

R-squared 0.58 0.60 0.59 0.61

Observations 248 248 248 248
Additional Controls × ×
State, Year FE × × × ×
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Location of Subsidy Giving: Economic and Demographic Variables

Control: All Counties Control: Top Profit Counties Control: Top Industry Counties

Unemployment Rate 0.001 0.001 -0.001 -0.000 0.028 0.027 0.017 0.018 -0.003 -0.003 0.004 0.003
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.015) (0.015) (0.018) (0.018) (0.010) (0.010) (0.013) (0.013)

% Black 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.004 0.004 -0.001 -0.001 0.005 0.005 0.002 0.002
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

% Hispanic 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.004
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Share With College Degree 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 -0.012 -0.012 -0.011 -0.010 -0.010 -0.010 -0.002 -0.003
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.006) (0.006)

log(Industry Wage) 0.029 0.029 0.054 0.054 0.447 0.447 0.730 0.736 0.112 0.110 0.369 0.366
(0.004) (0.004) (0.011) (0.011) (0.058) (0.058) (0.080) (0.080) (0.059) (0.059) (0.091) (0.092)

log(Average Housing Price) -0.005 -0.005 -0.005 -0.004 -0.287 -0.286 -0.582 -0.582 0.092 0.092 0.130 0.136
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.080) (0.080) (0.099) (0.100) (0.055) (0.055) (0.076) (0.076)

log(Personal Income Per Capita) 0.027 0.027 0.004 0.004 0.119 0.114 0.072 0.065 0.338 0.337 0.155 0.178
(0.008) (0.008) (0.009) (0.009) (0.105) (0.107) (0.129) (0.129) (0.108) (0.109) (0.155) (0.158)

log(Population) 0.013 0.013 0.017 0.017 0.170 0.171 0.184 0.184 0.179 0.180 0.235 0.233
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.019) (0.020) (0.027) (0.027) (0.018) (0.018) (0.023) (0.023)

Observations 17,494 17,494 10,327 10,327 848 848 492 492 848 848 492 492
R-squared 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.39 0.39 0.53 0.53 0.41 0.41 0.50 0.51
Manufacturing Sub-sample × × × × × ×
Dep. Var Mean .012 .250 .250
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Location of Subsidy Giving: Political Variables Back

Control: All Counties Control: Top Profit Counties Control: Top Industry Counties

% Turnout in Last Election 0.000 -0.000 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.012 0.007 0.004 0.005 0.010 0.004
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006)

× Can Run 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.009 -0.001 0.008
(0.000) (0.000) (0.006) (0.008) (0.007) (0.008)

Same Party Legislator -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 -0.013 -0.030 -0.049 -0.107 -0.017 -0.011 0.017 0.054
(0.002) (0.004) (0.003) (0.006) (0.041) (0.082) (0.049) (0.111) (0.043) (0.086) (0.049) (0.097)

× Can Run 0.000 0.002 0.023 0.079 -0.012 -0.057
(0.005) (0.007) (0.093) (0.125) (0.096) (0.108)

% Same Party Vote in Last Election -0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.001 0.002 0.000 -0.003 -0.004 -0.005 -0.004
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.004) (0.002) (0.004) (0.002) (0.005)

× Can Run 0.000 -0.000 0.001 0.003 0.001 -0.002
(0.000) (0.000) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)

Observations 17,494 17,494 10,327 10,327 848 848 492 492 848 848 492 492
R-squared 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.39 0.39 0.53 0.53 0.41 0.41 0.50 0.51
Manufacturing Sub-sample × × × × × ×
Dep. Var Mean .012 .250 .250
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Distribution of Political Affiliation (Republican)
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Mean Independent Expenditures: 2006, 2010, 2014 Back
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Gov. Granholm, Michigan
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Gov. Perdue, Georgia
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Gov. Kaine, Virginia Back
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State Unemployment Rate and Governor Approval Ratings Back
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