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1 Treatment Delivery Fliers

Examples of the fliers used to deliver treatment information are contained in Figure 1 (a relatively

good performer) and Figure 2 (a relatively bad performer).

2 Confidence in the State Accounts Court of Pernambuco

Our study was conducted in partnership with the State Accounts Court of Pernambuco (Tribunal

de Contas do Estado de Pernambuco, TCE-PE), an agency responsible for auditing municipal

governments; the TCE-PE was presented as the conveyor of treatment information about mosquito

control. As shown in Figure 3, respondents’ confidence in the TCE-PE was significantly higher

than in the federal government, the justice system, or their municipal government.

3 Secret Ballot for Measuring Vote Intention

An example of the secret ballot used to measure vote intention is contained in Figure 4.

4 Main Results in Tabular Form

Results summarized graphically in the main text are presented numerically in Table 1.

5 Results with Covariate Adjustment

In Figure 5, we present results from regressions that control for the following pretreatment covari-

ates, in addition to block fixed effects:

• Age

• Years of education
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• Perceived relative wealth compared to other Brazilians (5 point scale)

• Vote for the current incumbent in 2012

• Assessment of local government’s prevention of mosquito-borne illnesses (5 point scale)

• Uncertainty over assessment of local government’s prevention of mosquito-borne illnesses

(4 point scale)

• Pretreatment assessment of municipality’s rank on the “Ratio of Agents Hired to Agents

Federally Funded” metric

• Gender

• Evaluation of the incumbent administration (5 point scale)

• Evaluation of the incumbent’s party (5 point scale)

6 Treatment Effects with a Continuous Interaction

In the main text, we present heterogeneous treatment effects according to whether a municipal-

ity was above or below the statewide median ratio of anti-endemic disease agents hired to those

federally funded. Here, we graphically summarize the average marginal effect of treatment by mu-

nicipality rank, the continuous metric communicated to respondents; lower numbers correspond to

better performance (e.g., 1st place). Results are similar to those that obtained when dichotomizing

this ranking. For the full sample of respondents, the treatment information has a null effect that

does not vary with a municipality’s relative performance on mosquito abatement (Figure 6). For

respondents who know someone with a child affected by microcephaly or the Zika virus (Figure

7), we find that marginal effects vary in the expected direction, though estimates are insignif-

icant, likely due to the small size of this subsample. Standard errors are calculated using the

non-parametric bootstrap with 1000 bootstrap replicates.

In addition to the linear interaction, each figure plots treatment effects in three equally sized bins,

where the bin thresholds are the first and second tercile of the municipality rank. This “binning”

approach suggests that, among respondents who know someone affected by microcephaly, treat-
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ment effect heterogeneity may be non-linear, with the most pronounced effects occurring among

the worst performers.

7 Bad News Treatment Effects by Incidence of Microcephaly

We obtained data from Brazil’s Ministry of Health on the number of cases of congenital Zika

syndrome in each municipality of Pernambuco from the start of the outbreak through July 1, 2016,

when our survey went the field. When we subset on poor performing municipalities (those ranked

worse than the statewide median) and interact our treatment indicator with the logged incidence

of microcephaly, estimated conditional effects are in the expected direction but insignificant, as

summarized in Figure 8.
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Figure 3: Confidence in Institutions in Pernambuco
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Figure 4: Secret Ballot for Measuring Vote Choice
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Figure 5: Average Treatment Effects on Intended Vote for Incumbent Mayor, with Covariate
Adjustment

NOTE: Dots give point estimates and lines give two-sided 90% confidence intervals.
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Figure 6: Marginal Treatment Effects on Intended Vote for Incumbent Mayor
(All Respondents)

NOTE: The black line represents the marginal effect of the treatment by the municipality’s performance rank.
The grey ribbon represents a 90% confidence interval based on bootstrapped standard errors. Dots give point
estimates and vertical lines give two-sided 90% confidence intervals for equal-sized strata. The histogram shows
the marginal distribution of respondents by performance rank.
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Figure 7: Marginal Treatment Effects on Intended Vote for Incumbent Mayor
(Respondents Who Know a Child Affected by Microcephaly)

NOTE: The black line represents the marginal effect of the treatment by the municipality’s performance rank.
The grey ribbon represents a 90% confidence interval based on bootstrapped standard errors. Dots give point
estimates and vertical lines give two-sided 90% confidence intervals for equal-sized strata. The histogram shows
the marginal distribution of respondents by performance rank.
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Figure 8: Marginal Treatment Effects on Intended Vote for Incumbent Mayor
(Municipalities Performing Worse than Statewide Median)

NOTE: The black line represents the marginal effect of the treatment by the logged incidence of Microcephaly.
The grey ribbon represents a 90% confidence interval based on bootstrapped standard errors. The sample is
restricted to municipalities ranked worse than the statewide median on our measure of mosquito abatement
effort. The histogram shows the marginal distribution of respondents by logged incidence of Microcephaly.
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