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When Do Representative and Direct Democracies

Lead to Similar Policy Choices?

Abstract: The paradigm of a direct democracy in which individuals vote directly on the issues
is widely used in the recent political economy literature that explicitly models the interaction
between economic and political behavior. Yet, in most existing democracies policy decisions
are delegated to elected officials. This begs the question of whether direct democracy models
are useful for understanding actual policy choices. This question is also of independent interest
since until the eighteenth century, (he possibility that legislatures might consist of elected
representatives remained mainly outside the theory and practice of democratic government. To
answer this question we posit a model in which elected officials are better informed than the
public about exogenous circumstances, but at the same time, are also influenced by particular
constituencies whose desired policies generally differ from those of the decisive voter in the
population. The first and main objective of the paper is to identify conditions under which direct
and representative democracies lead to similar policies and to characterize the determinants of
systematic deviations between the two systems when they lead to different policies. The
direction and magnitude of these deviations are fully characterized in terms of (i) the degree of
political polarization, (ii) the degree of asymmetry between the parties, and (iii) the distribution
of electoral uncertainty. The second objective is to compare the two systems in terms of their
political uncertainty.

Keywords:  direct democracy, representative democracy, median voter, policy bias, political

uncertainty



1. Introduction
Direct democracy epitomizes the concept of democracy by giving each individual an equal and
direct say in the choice of public policies. Indeed, in his classic book on democracy and its
critics Robert Dahl (1989) argues that the ancient Greeks who were the fathers of democracy
believed that: "citizens must be able to assemble and directly decide on the laws and decisions
of policy. So deeply held was this view that the Greeks found it difficult to conceive of
representative government much less accept it as a legitimate alternative to direct democracy"
(p. 19). Yet, most modern democratic societies use representative institutions and delegate
policy decisions to elected officials.'

The purpose of this paper is to compare policy choices under Representative Democracy
(RD) and under Direct Democracy (DD). Such a comparison is interesting for at least two
reasons. First, practically all modern democracies are representative, so it is natural to ask what
is the extent to which they do, or do not, replicate the policy choices that would have been made
in the purer DD system of government. Second, following the pioneering article of Meltzer and
Richard (1981) on the growth of transfer payments in the US during the twentieth century, a
large literature has evolved that uses the paradigm of direct democracy to study the interactions
between economic and political behavior.> But since most existing democracies are
representative rather than direct, one may wonder whether DD models are useful for

understanding actual policy choices.

! In fact, representation was developed as a medieval institution of monarchical and

aristocratic government, mainly in England and Sweden, where assemblies were summoned by
monarchs or nobles to deal with certain matters of the state such as revenues and wars. It was
not until the eighteen century that writers such as Montesquieu (1748) suggested that the
democratic idea should be joined by the non-democratic practice of representation (Dahl, 1989).

2 A non-exhaustive list includes Mayer (1984) who employs the DD paradigm to study the
endogenous formation of tariffs; Cukierman and Meltzer (1989), Tabellini and Alesina (1990),
and others, who use it to investigate some of the political and economic determinants of
government debt and deficits; Tabellini (1991) who uses it to investigate the political forces that
lead to intergenerational redistribution; Perotti (1993) who utilizes it to study the political
interactions between growth and the distribution of income; and Saint-Paul (1996a, 1996b) who
implicitly uses a DD framework to investigate the political economy of labor markets
institutions.
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There are two views on these questions. One is that political competition forces elected
officials to converge towards the center of the political spectrum. According to this view, there
should be no meaningful difference between policy choices in direct and in representative
democracies. This idea, due to Downs (1957), finds a precise expression in the claim that if
politicians are only office motivated, political competition will force them to implement the
policies that would have been adopted by the decisive voter under DD. The other view, whose
leading proponents are Shepsle and Weingast (1981), is that institutional detail matters for policy
choices. This view implies that, in general, direct and representative democracies need not and
typically will not lead to similar policy choices. This paper provides a sharper perspective on
this controversy by identifying the circumstances under which each of them is correct.

What are the relative merits of direct and of representative democracy from the point of
view of individual voters? DD has the obvious appeal of allowing each individual to participate
directly in the decision making process, thus avoiding agency distortions that may arise when
authority is delegated to elected officials. On the other hand, decision making under DD is
likely to be based on less relevant information than under RD. Public policy issues are often
quite complex and require careful studying. Most individuals do not have access to pertinent
information or do not have the expertise and resources needed to evaluate it. And, even when
they do possess these attributes, they still have little incentive to incur the cost needed to become
seriously informed about the issues since the probability that any single individual will be
decisive in a DD is negligible. This is the well-known “rational ignorance” idea which goes
back to Downs (1957). Recent treatments of this idea appear in Lupia (1992), Gilligan (1993)
and Matsusaka (1994). In view of this, it may be desirable for a majority of the public to
delegate the choice of policy to elected officials or parties that incur the costs of becoming
informed and therefore can achieve a better synchronization between exogenous circumstances
and policy choices. The drawback of this delegation is that elected officials may be subject to
the influence of particular constituencies whose desired policies generally differ from those of
the decisive voter in the population.

In this paper we present a framework that captures this tradeoff between more informed
decisions and possible systematic deviations of policies from those that would have been chosen

by the decisive voter in the population under a DD. This framework involves a single issue
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political system.> Under DD, voters choose policies directly, but they do so without exact
knowledge of the true state of nature. The policy outcome then is the one that maximizes the
expected utility of the median voter. RD is characterized by electoral competition between two
large parties, or party blocks, that cater to two constituencies whose ideologies are located on
opposite sides of the center of the political spectrum. Many modern democracies display such
a pattern; obvious examples include the Republican and the Democratic parties in the US, the
Conservative and the Labor parties in the UK, and the Likud and Labor parties in Israel. The
two parties compete by announcing their respective platforms. Since there is electoral
uncertainty, the leaders of each party must choose their platform by trading-off the benefits
from moving towards the center of the political spectrum and securing more votes against the
cost of moving away from the ideological position of their constituency and losing its support
if they are elected. This support makes it easier for the leaders of the winning party to carry
out their policies. These policies in turn are chosen on the basis of the platform that was
announced during the elections and on the basis of new information about the realization of an
external circumstances shock that elected official learn once they are in office.

The main objective of the paper is to identify conditions under which DD and RD lead
to similar policies and to characterize the determinants of systematic deviations between the two
systems when they lead to different policies. In the latter case, we say that DD has a "policy
bias" relative to the more prevalent system of RD.* From an ex ante point of view, both
political systems yield uncertain policies. Under DD, this uncertainty arises because the location
of the median voter in the population is stochastic. Under RD, there is an additional source of
uncertainty due to the fact that the policy that is eventually implemented is based in part on the

true state of nature that the leaders of the winning party observe once they are in office.

3 At least in the context of American politics, there is strong evidence that a one-
dimensional policy space is an appropriate simplification. For a discussion of this, see Alesina
and Rosenthal (1995), ch. 2.6, pp. 34-35. More specific statistical evidence appears in Poole
and Rosenthal (1991, 1997).

¢ Although we take RD, which is the form of democracy used in practice, as a benchmark
against which we compare the policy under DD, it is also possible to take DD as a benchmark
as it represents the purer form of democracy.
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Consequently we compare the ex ante distribution of policies that each system generates by
looking at the expected policies and their variances.

Obviously, when the platforms of the two parties under RD fully converge on the center
of the political spectrum, the expected policies under DD and RD coincide so DD has no policy
bias. This "Downsian" benchmark arises whenever the ideal policies of the constituencies of
the two parties are sufficiently close to the center of the political spectrum and/or the leaders of
the two parties are sufficiently "office-motivated." But, even if the platforms do not fully
converge, the expected policies under RD and DD may still coincide if the equilibrium platforms
under RD are symmetrically located around the center of the political spectrum. This occurs
for instance, when (i) the ideal policies of the two parties are equally distant from the center of
the political spectrum, (ii) the leaders of the two parties have exactly the same "love of office,"
(iii) the distributions of median voter types and the external circumstances shock are both
symmetric. Full symmetry of the political equilibrium under RD, however, is not a necessary
condition for the expected policies under the two systems to be equal. In particular, we show
that there may be no policy bias even if conditions (i) and (ii) above are violated, although the
set of parameters for which this happens is of second order in comparison to the full set of
parameters that determines political equilibrium under RD.

Although expected policies under DD and RD coincide for a rather limited set of
parameters, this does not necessarily mean that the DD paradigm is completely useless as a
guide for policy choices under the more prevalent system of RD. Rather, it suggests that it is
important to distinguish between cases for which the resulting bias is small and cases for which
it is large. The paper fully characterizes the determinants of the sign and magnitude of the
policy bias in terms of the degree of political polarization between the two parties and their
relative tendencies to converge towards the center of the political spectrum.

We show that when the political equilibrium under RD is asymmetric, there may exist
a critical degree of political polarization along which there is no policy bias. This degree is
referred to as the "asymmetric no-bias locus." Given the relative tendencies of the parties to
converge towards the center of the political spectrum, the policy bias decreases continuously,
in absolute value, as the degree of political polarization tends to the "asymmetric no-bias locus."

The sign of the policy bias depends in turn on the interaction between the degrees of political
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polarization and the relative tendencies of the parties to converge, which in turn affects their
chances to win the elections. Specifically, expected policy under DD is biased towards the party
which is a favorite to win the elections if the degree of political polarization is small and it is
biased towards the party which is an underdog if the degree of polarization is high.

Political instability is believed to affect economic activity and growth (see for example
Aizenman and Marion, 1993 and Forthcoming, and Alesina et al., 1996). Our analysis makes
it possible to identify conditions under which political uncertainty is larger (or smaller) in a RD
than in a DD. Other things the same, political instability in a RD is more likely to be smaller
the smaller the political polarization of parties, the more office motivated are party leaders, and
the higher is the difference in their degrees of “love of office.”

For RD, Laver and Schofield (1990) and Laver and Shepsle (1995) have emphasized the
importance of intra party politics for the choice of national policies. Our model introduces
elements of intra party politics into the analysis of RD by featuring a tension between the
tendency of party leaders to move towards the center of the national political spectrum in order
to boost their electoral prospects on one hand, and their tendency to cater to party interests in
order to elicit the support of their respective constituencies on the other.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 lays down the basic structure and
characterizes the political equilibrium under a DD. Derivation of the political equilibrium under
a RD is presented in section 3. Since the mapping from policy choices to individual welfare is
stochastic (as in Cukierman and Tommasi, 1998), and since there is electoral uncertainty, policy
choices in both cases are stochastic. Section 4 compares policy choices under DD and RD and
presents a preliminary discussion of the conditions for which expected policies under the two
systems coincide. Using this set as a benchmark, Section 5 identifies the factors that determine
the size and direction of policy biases that arise when expected policies under DD and RD do
not coincide. This section contains some of the main results of the paper. Section 6 compares
political uncertainty under the two systems, using the variance of policy as a metric for

uncertainty. This is followed by concluding remarks.



2. The model

The economy consists of a continuum of individual voters who differ with respect to their
preferences over a single policy issue. A main feature of the model is that at the time of the
elections, voters are not yet sure what the true state of nature is and hence which policy is best
for them. We capture this idea by assuming that the ideal policy of each voter depends on both
his innate taste parameter, ¢, where ¢ may differ across voters, and the realization of a common
shock, ¥, whose realization becomes known only after the elections.® Specifically, we assume
that the ideal policy of a voter whose innate taste parameter is c is given by c+7, where ¥ is
a zero mean random variable, distributed on the interval [-y, y] according to a distribution
function F(¥) and a positive density function f(y). The utility of a voter whose taste parameter

is ¢ from policy x when the state of nature is ¥, is given by
-lx (e +¥)) M

The expected utility of the voter from policy x, given the voter’s taste parameter, is therefore

given by:

x-C

,
Ux|o) = ~Elx~(c+7)| = - [(x-(+DADET + [(x-C+DADdy. @
Y x-c

=¥

Under direct democracy (DD), voters choose policies directly. Since at the time of the
elections the voters still do not know the realization of ¥, they choose policies with the objective
of maximizing their expected utilities. Let x(c) be the optimal policy from the point of view of

a voter whose innate taste parameter is c. This policy is determined implicitly by the following

5 To illustrate, consider the “land versus peace” issue which is at the heart of the Israeli-
Syrian conflict. Israelis differ in their marginal rates of substitution between land and peace,
and therefore have different opinions about how much territories to give up in return for peace.
But the policy preferred by each individual (how much land to give up) also depends on the
quality of the deal that Israel can work out with Syria. Virtually all Israelis advocate more
dovish policies if that would lead to a “higher quality” peace ("warm" peace), although hawks
are still willing to give up less territories than doves. In the context of this example, y reflects
the uncertainty that Israelis feel about the kind of deal that can be worked out with Syria.



first-order condition:

F(x-c) = 3)

N | =

To interpret this condition, note that F(x-c) is the probability that x-c = ¥, or x = c+%. Thus,
equation (3) says that ex post, x(c) turns out to be too high from the voter’s point of view

exactly half of the time, and too low in the other half. Solving equation (3) for x, yields
xe) =e+¥, @

where 7 is the median of the distribution of 4. Recalling that 4 has a zero mean, it follows that
if the distribution of 4 has no mean-median spread (e.g., it is symmetric) so that 4 = 0, each
voter chooses a policy that coincides with his innate taste parameter; otherwise each voter adjusts
his innate taste parameter by the median of oy. This ensures that, ex ante, he errs in either
direction (setting x(c) too high or setting it too low) with equal probabilities.

We refer to the voter whose innate taste parameter is larger than those of exactly half of
the voters as the median voter, and index him by a subscript m. From equation (3) it is clear
that x(c) is monotonically increasing with c. Together with the fact that U(x |c) is a concave
function of x and hence single-peaked, this implies that under a DD with a simple majority rule,
the median voter is decisive in the sense that the policy that maximizes his expected utility, x,,
= x(c,)+%¥, can defeat any other policy and will therefore win the election.

Under a representative democracy (RD), voters vote for parties, and the leader of the
party that gets the majority of votes chooses a policy x.° A key assumption is that the leader
of the elected party chooses x after observing the realization of . Hence compared to a DD,
a RD has the advantage of leading to more informed decision-making in the sense that policies
are based on the actual realization of ¥ rather than on its expected value. This assumption
captures the idea that figuring out the true state of nature takes time, effort, and expertise which
individual voters lack. Hence, delegating this task to an agent (the leader of the elected party)

¢ Although we refer to a single leader, it is also possible to think of the party leadership as
consisting of a narrow group of individuals who are candidates for major cabinet positions (this
interpretation is perhaps more appropriate for parliamentary democracies).
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is beneficial. But delegation has a drawback in that the objective function of the agent need not
coincide ‘with that of the median voter. Therefore, in a RD, decisions take full account of the
true state of nature, but are not necessarily selected to maximize the median voter’s utility.

The differences between RD and DD raises the question to what extent do RD and DD
lead to similar policy choices. Policy choices under RD will almost surely diverge from policy
choices under DD simply because the former is picked after the realization of ¥ has been
revealed to decision makers while the latter is based only on the knowledge of the distribution
of ¥. Therefore, we focus on the set of conditions under which there are no systematic
differences between policy choices under the two systems in the sense that they both lead to the
same expected policies. Using these set as a benchmark, we then completely characterize the
determinants of the direction and size of the difference between the expected policies under DD
and under RD when they do not coincide.

To address these questions, we assume that there are two parties that compete for office:
a right-wing party whose ideal policy is cg+7, and a left-wing party whose ideal policy is ¢, +7,
where cg > ¢;. These ideal policies represent the policy preferences of the median voter within
relatively well-organized, particular constituencies in the population. The leaders of both parties
do not have policy preferences of their own - they simply act as political agents and embrace
the ideal policies of their respective constituencies or parties in return for support in intraparty
contests and political contributions.” This support increases as the policy implemented by the
leader of the elected party when in office gets closer to the ideal policy of the party. As
political entrepreneurs, party leaders like to be in office. The values that the leaders of the
right-wing and the left-wing parties assign to holding office are hy and h;. When in office, the

utility function of party j’s leader is given by

V}(xf?) hj_ lx_(cj+7)|7 ./ = LR 5)

The second term on the right side of (5) reflects the personal cost that the leader of party j pays

in terms of dwindling party support for him and his policy, as x moves further away from c+7,

7 In other words, the party leaders are Downsian political entrepreneurs who do not have
ideological preferences of their own.
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which is the policy most preferred by his party’s center.®

The sequence of events under RD is shown in Figure 1. First, the leaders of the two
parties simultaneously choose platforms, yg and y,. Then, given y; and y,, voters decide which
party to vote for and the leader of the party that gets elected becomes the chief executive officer
(CEO) of the country. Once in office and in possession of the machinery of government, the
CEO privately observes the realization of ¥ and chooses a policy, x, based on this observation.
Finally, the realization of ¥ together with x determine the utilities of individuals in the economy.

Casual observation suggests that while platforms are not ironclad commitments, they are
not empty statements either. Once the leader of a party embraces a platform and gets elected,
he becomes, at least partially, personally committed to deliver the platform to the general public.
One reason for this is that voters prefer national leaders who are honest and can be trusted. If
a leader deviates from his campaign promises after being elected without a justifiable reason,
voters realize that he is not trustworthy and may refrain from voting for him in the future.’

More precisely, when ¥ = 0, a voter whose taste parameter is ¢ expects to ohtain a
utility level -|y;-c| if party j is elected. When 4 # 0, all voters understand that there is a
justifiable reason for deviating from the platform but they expect it to be done by ¥ so as to
exactly offset the external shock. The platform can therefore be viewed as a contingent rule that
provides each voter with a fully predictable level of welfare, -|yjc|, in spite of the a priori
uncertainty regarding . Therefore although individual voters do not necessarily observe the
realization of ¥, they can nevertheless detect expost unjustifiable deviations by the leader in
office from his campaign promises by simply comparing their realized utility levels with those
they were expecting to get on the basis of the campaign platform. If a voter gets a utility level

other than -|y;-c|, he correctly infers that the leader in office acted dishonestly. We assume that

¥ Since the general public is not as tightly organized as party constituencies, the leader of
the elected party does not pay a personal cost if he implements policies that do not accord with
the taste of individuals that are not members of his party.

° In other words, the majority of the public that has elected the leader expects him to

implement his platform unless there is an unforeseen change in external circumstances as
embodied in the realization of 4. If this expectation is not fulfilled, a majority of voters is
disappointed and this reduces the future general electoral prospects of the party leader.
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in that case the future electoral prospects of the leader are reduced to such an extent that it never
pays him to behave in this way. This implies that given his platform, the leader of party j is

committed, after being elected to office, to the following contingent rule:

X, =y +1. (6)

Preelection platforms are typically rather vague; they are long on general descriptions of
"national priorities,"” but short on specifics. Our formulation suggests that this vagueness is
partly deliberate, that it is expected by voters, and that it is basically due to the fact that it is
better for everybody to postpone the final choice of policy until after the resolution of exogenous
uncertainty.

To reflect the uncertainty inherent in any electoral competition, we assume that the two
parties do not exactly know the taste parameter of the median voter, c,, and belieye that it is
distributed on the interval [c,, c,] according to a twice differentiable distribution function G(c,,)
and a density function g(c,). Define ¢, as the median of the distribution of c,. That is, the
probability that ¢, < ¢, is exactly 1/2. Hence, it is natural to refer to ¢, as the "center of the
political spectrum." We now make the following assumptions on the distribution of the median

voter’s types and on the taste parameters of the two parties:

Al:  M(c,) = G(c,)/g(c,) is increasing and H(c,) = (1-G(c,))/g(c,,) is decreasing in
G

A2:  hy > 2M((c_+cg)/2) and hy > 2H((c_ +cR)/2).

A3t 5 <6 < €, <<y

Assumption Al is satisfied by standard continuous distributions (e.g., uniform, exponential, and
normal). It ensures that the objective functions of the two parties are nicely behaved by putting
some mild restrictions on the rate of change of the density function g(.). Assumption A2 ensures
that the values that the party leaders assign to holding office are sufficiently large so that in
equilibrium, both parties converge at least somewhat towards the center of the political
spectrum. Assumption A3 states that some median voter types are more left-wing than the left-

wing party, while others are more right-wing than the right-wing party. Hence, each party
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would still have a chance to win the elections even if its leaders were to adopt a platform that
coincides with the party’s ideal policy. Absent this assumption, each party would be forced to
move towards the center of the spectrum in order to have any chance of winning the elections.

In addition, Assumption A3 implies that more than half of the median voters’ types are
more right-wing than the left-wing party, and more than half of them are more left-wing than
the right-wing party. Broadly interpreted, this implies that the political centers of organized
parties are at least somewhat away from the center of the political spectrum. This assumption
seems consistent with casual observation. Moreover, forming and maintaining a party as a going
concern is a costly activity that requires real resources. The benefit from this activity is that a
party can coordinate actions, transmit information to the general public, and bargain more
effectively than a group of unorganized individuals. Consequently, party members have more
influence on the decision making process than they would have by just participating in the
general elections as separate individuals. To the extent that the cost of forming a party is
independent of its location in the issue space, this implies that the formation of parties is
relatively more advantageous for voters who are in the periphery of the political spectrum. For
example, a right-wing group has relatively more to loose from a left-wing policy than individuals
who are in the center of the political spectrum; hence such a group has a stronger incentive to
become organized and incur the cost of collective action in order to reduce the likelihood that
the left-wing policy will be implemented.

Since the party leaders are uncertain about the position of the median voter, the outcome
of the elections from their point of view is random. Let P(y.,y), denote the probability that
party j (j = R,L) wins the elections given that the pair of platforms that was announced. Then,
the expected payoff of party j’s leader, before committing himself to a given platform, is given
by:

Pj(yuyk)g Vj(x,i), J = L, R, @)
g

where V(x,7) is given by equation (5). Note that the party leaders do not care about the policy
which is implemented when they lose the election: this reflects our assumption that party leaders

are Downsian.
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3. Political equilibrium under RD

To characterize the subgame perfect political equilibrium under RD, we solve the game
backwards. We saw earlier that in the last stage of the game, the leader of the winning party
selects the policy x; = y;+7. Substituting for x; into equation (5) and using equation (7), the

expected payoff of party j’s leader becomes:
n,-(yvyk) e Pj (YL’)’R) [hj il IYj —iy | ]’ J=LR ®)

In a (subgame perfect) political equilibrium, the leader of each party chooses the platform of his
party with the objective of maximizing his expected payoff, taking the platform of the rival party
as given. The equilibrium platforms are denoted by y, * and yg*. Note that since the leader is
expected to fully adjust the party’s platform to the realized external circumstances shock once
he is elected, ¥ vanishes from the expected payoffs of the party leaders. Hence, uncertainty
with respect to external circumstances does not play any role in determining the equilibrium
platforms. Equation (8) reveals that each leader has two considerations when he chooses his
party’s platform. First he takes into account the impact of the platform on his chances to be
elected. Second, conditional on winning the elections, the party’s leader wishes to minimize the
deviation of the policy that he will implement, y;+%, from the party’s ideal position, c,+7.
Next, consider the outcome of the elections. Sequential rationality implies that voters
anticipate that if party j wins the elections, its leader will to carry out the policy x; = y; + 7.
Substituting this policy in equation (2) reveals that the utility of a voter whose innate taste

parameter is c, if party j is elected, is given by
Ulx;|e) = -]y, -¢| ()]

Equation (9) indicates that the utility of voters once a party has been elected does not depend
on the realization of 4. This reflects the fact that under RD, elected officials can gather
information on the external circumstances shock and fully adjust their policies accordingly.
From equation (9) it is clear that if y; = y;, all voters are indifferent between the two parties,
so they randomize their votes and Pg(y.,yr) = Pi(yL,yr) = 1/2. Otherwise, since U(x;|c) is

symmetric and single-peaked, each voter votes for the party whose platform is closer to his
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innate taste parameter. Consequently, the party whose platform is closest to Cn» Which is the
innate taste parameter of the median voter, wins the elections. In order to derive the probability

that each party wins the elections, we establish the following result:

Lemma 1: The equilibrium platforms, y, *, y.*, are such that either L S Y * < yp* < ¢y 0r

Y =R =
Proof: See the Appendix.

Lemma 1 shows that in equilibrium, the left-wing party never adopts a more right-wing
platform than the right-wing party and vice versa. Hence in what follows, we shall restrict
attention to cases where y; < y. In addition, Lemma 1 shows that in equilibrium, the leader
of each party either adopts the ideal policy of his party, or converges towards the center of the
political spectrum. However, the platforms of the two parties fully converge only if both parties
choose the platform ¢,,, which represents the exact center of the political spectrum. It should
be noted that Lemma 1 does not depend on the particular functional form of the utility function
of the party leaders. All that is required for Lemma 1 to hold is that the utility of each leader
decreases as the party’s platform shifts away from the party’s ideal policy.

Recalling that the party whose platform is closest to ¢, wins the elections, and recalling
that the distribution of c, is g(c,), the probability that the left-wing party wins the elections is

given by,

GO  ify, <V
(10)

P (ypyp) = % 5 = B
where § = (y_+yg)/2 is the ideal policy of the voter who is just indifferent between the two
parties. The probability that the right-wing party wins is Pg(y.,¥z) = 1-PL(YL,Vz). Figure 2
shows the probabilities of the two parties to win the elections when y, < yg. The probability
that the left-wing party wins is given by the shaded area, and the probability that the right-wing

party wins is given by the complementary area under the g(.) curve.
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Using equations (8) and (10) and recalling from Lemma 1 that y, > ¢, and yg < cg, the

expected payoffs of the party leaders become:

G()")[hl_—(yl__cl_)]) lfyl_<yks

oW ) =
E[hL"(yR'CL)]’ FY, =Y
and
(I‘G(}"))[hk‘(ck‘yk)], lfyl_<)'k’
“R()’L,)’R) = 1 12
E[hk_(cR_yL)]’ l..fyL=yk'

To characterize the equilibrium platforms, y, * and yg*, we first prove the following result:

Lemma 2: The equilibrium platforms converge at least partially towards th