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�Partisanship is our great 
urse. We too readily assume that everything has twosides and that it is our duty to be on one or the other.� James Harvey Robinson(Ameri
an historian, 1863-1936)1 Introdu
tionPoliti
al leaders often de�ne themselves in terms of a set of beliefs and values that theyadhere to, and 
onsistently base their politi
al a
tion on that set. Su
h leaders, who pla
egreater weight on ideology as a 
olle
tion of ideas about how so
iety should work and the bestway to a
hieve this goal, 
an be referred to as ideologi
al leaders or ideologues. Some well-known publi
 �gures 
an be pla
ed into this 
ategory: from Charles de Gaulle to MargaretThat
her, from Vladimir Lenin to Mohandas Gandhi, many histori
al leaders derived theirpower from ideologi
al prin
iples and their ability to 
onvin
e others that one 
an a

omplisha lot by adhering to that parti
ular ideology.Politi
s today is no ex
eption. On a smaller s
ale, for instan
e, one has to look no furtherthan to 
ontemporary Ameri
an politi
s to �nd plenty of ideologues: �liberal�, �
onserva-tive�, �moderate�, �leftist� � politi
ians routinely use ideologi
al labels to des
ribe themselvesand their opponents, and the Ameri
an publi
, led by journalists and politi
al a
tivists, arehappy to join in. Of 
ourse, one may wonder what's in a name. Surprisingly mu
h asit turns out. As do
umented in the empiri
al work on Congressional voting behavior ofPoole and Rosenthal (1997), M
Carthy et al. (2006)and others, the belief systems of politi-
al elites 
an often largely be 
aptured with a single dimension, their ideology, whi
h almostalways mirrors party a�liation: with just the label �
onservative" (Republi
an), for exam-ple, one 
an fairly a

urately predi
t a politi
ian's stan
e on poli
y issues as disparate astaxes, gun 
ontrol, a�rmative a
tion, health 
are, and abortion. Moreover, ideologi
al posi-tions of individual members are remarkably stable. That is, based upon the roll 
all votingre
ord, on
e ele
ted to Congress, members adopt an ideologi
al position and maintain thatposition throughout their 
areers � on
e a liberal or a 
onservative or a moderate, alwaysa liberal or a 
onservative or a moderate." 1 As Poole (2007, p. 435) puts it, �members ofCongress die in their ideologi
al boots. Clearly, this phenomenon is neither ex
lusive to theU.S., nor is it 
on�ned to positional (divisive) issues that voters have di�erent preferen
eover, depending on their so
io-e
onomi
 status, ra
e, gender, or religion. Partisan politi
sare a frequent phenomenon even regarding so-
alled valen
e issues for whi
h there shouldbe a 
ommon agreement among the ele
torate (su
h as 
rime, foreign poli
y, 
orruption ande
onomi
 growth).21What is more, members of Congress seem to remain ideologi
ally 
onsistent even in the fa
e of 
hangingpersonal or ele
toral 
onditions: members' voting re
ords remain essentially the same, regardless of whetherthey plan to retire, plan to run for a higher o�
e, serve in a higher o�
e, or have their distri
ts redrawn.[see Poole and Rosenthal (1997) and Poole (2007) and the referen
es therein℄.2In the U.S. Congress, for example, support for the president on matters of foreign poli
y and defensehas largely been along party lines ever sin
e the Vietnam War [Meernik (1993)℄. On a more general note,empiri
al eviden
e at from the U.S. Congress support the view that partisanship of politi
al representativesoften does not simply mirror equally divided 
onstituents. Rather than representing the distri
t voters, arepresentative's own ideology is the primary determinant of roll-
all voting patterns [see Lee et al. (2004)2



The observation that ideologi
al labels seem meaningful after all does not answer the ques-tion of why they are adopted and why they are played out in partisan politi
s, espe
iallyon poli
ies where voters would prefer their representative to seek 
ommon ground. Anotherquestion is why politi
al elites tend to maintain their positions over time, i.e. why ideologi
alviews are so persistent, even in the fa
e of 
hanging 
ir
umstan
es to the point where theyare at odds with the fa
ts.To analyze these issues, the present paper suggests a theory of ideology for publi
 leaders.We seek to answer two questions. First, what in
entive do politi
al elites have to adoptideologi
al labels and sti
k to them even in the fa
e of 
ontradi
ting eviden
e? Se
ond,what are the 
ost of su
h behavior? To this end, we develop a dynami
 model that 
loselyties observable 
hara
teristi
s of politi
al representative (su
h as their gender, their partya�liation, or their distri
t) to voters' expe
tations. As we show, politi
ians may take anideologi
al stan
e and a
t partisan simply be
ause voters' expe
t them to. The theoryimplies, for instan
e, that a female Demo
rat from California is likely to take a liberal stan
eon most issues, not be
ause her true preferen
es or her belief system ne
essarily re�e
ts thisview, but be
ause her 
onstituents expe
t a female Demo
rat from California to be a liberal(and ele
ted her for this very reason). Our model starts from the observation that votersare often un
ertain about how poli
y instruments map into poli
y out
omes. To 
apturethis idea, we assume that the ele
torate does not observe external 
ir
umstan
es that makea spe
i�
 poli
y more desirable than others. Given their beliefs about the prevailing state,voters therefore form expe
tations about whi
h poli
y 
andidates are likely to implementon
e in o�
e, and whi
h of those is most likely to su

eed. Importantly, voters atta
hideologi
al labels both to the various poli
y alternatives that are available and to the politi
al
andidates running for o�
e. To develop our argument in the strongest manner possible,we assume that this asso
iation, i.e., the per
eived positioning of poli
ies and o�
e holdersin the politi
al spe
trum, is 
ompletely arbitrary; in other words, 
andidates derive theexa
t same utility from the poli
y measure as the ele
torate at large,3 and their ideologi
al
hara
terization is truly nothing more than a label. Our main �nding is that, nevertheless,poli
y holders have an in
entive to adopt a parti
ular ideologi
al position in their poli
y
hoi
e and maintain it over time. The argument is as follows. Suppose voters expe
t politi
al
andidates to a
t partisan on
e in o�
e, i.e., to remain `true to their 
olors', implementingpoli
ies that are `
lose' to their own ideology as per
eived by the voting publi
. Giventhese expe
tations, voters have a straightforward in
entive to ele
t the representative whoseper
eived partisan poli
y (ideology) 
orresponds to what they think is in their best interestbased on their 
urrent information. As we show, this may su�
e to indu
e 
andidatesand Levitt (1996)℄. In either 
ase, voter polarization is presumably a lesser danger for valen
e issues.Polling data on foreign poli
y 
on�rm this presumption. Two re
ent pools 
ondu
ted by the Program onInternational Poli
y Attitudes (PIPA) and the Chi
ago Coun
il on Foreign Relations (CCFR) found thatAmeri
ans share 
ommon views on a wide array of foreign poli
y issues, and would prefer that Demo
ratsand Republi
ans seek 
ommon ground [for details, see the website of Partnership for a Se
ure Ameri
a(http://www.psaonline.org/), an organization dedi
ated to re
reating the bipartisan 
enter in Ameri
annational se
urity and foreign poli
y.℄3It should be emphasized that the theory also applies for non-valen
e (positional) issues. There alreadyis an extensive literature on these type of poli
ies, however, whi
h provides a range of 
omplementaryexplanations for why 
andidates diverge in platforms and voting re
ords. See below for more details.3
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to a
tually a
t partisan, i.e., a

ording to their ideology, in the �rst pla
e. The spe
i�
motivation is one of signal-jamming: an in
umbent who sti
ks to his partisan poli
y avoidsrevealing that 
urrent 
ir
umstan
es would favor his opponents' partisan position, makinghis re-ele
tion more likely if voters expe
t partisan behavior in the future.4 By implementinghis partisan poli
y, a su�
iently o�
e motivated in
umbent will demonstrate 
on�den
e inhis own ideology. As even ine�
ient poli
ies may turn out to be su

essful, this behaviorpotentially allows to hold up the ele
torates' belief in the in
umbent's ideology. The resultis politi
al failure in the sense that the equilibrium partisan poli
y out
omes are Paretodominated. Thus, the model 
an explain poli
y bias and divergen
e from the fa
t thatvoters per
eive poli
ies to be ideologi
ally tinted and expe
t 
andidates to a
t partisan.Both sides are 
aught in an ideology trap: be
ause voters expe
t the ideology of o�
eholders to determine their politi
al a
tions, an o�
ials (re-)ele
tion 
han
es will vary withhis or her per
eived ideology. In their desire to in�uen
e the out
ome of the ele
tion, theseexpe
tations indu
e the o�
ials to a
t partisan.5 Importantly, the issue itself 
an be non-partisan, meaning that neither voters nor politi
ians have to display any intrinsi
 preferen
esfor either poli
y: a leader does not have to be a �true believer� to be an ideologue. Be
ausein
umbents will tend to ena
t the partisan poli
y independent of the prevailing state inequilibrium, our analysis also has another interesting impli
ation. It shows that in
umbentpoliti
ians are relu
tant to abandon their previously ena
ted poli
ies, even if those are nolonger appli
able or have proven to be invalid. In other words, the model 
an explain whyo�
e holders will maintain their ideology and deny 
on�i
ting eviden
e, resulting in poli
iesthat are likely to persist.6Our theory is related � and 
ontributes to � three di�erent strands of the literature. First,there is a growing e
onomi
 literature on the question of where ideologies as a 
olle
tions ofideas and a set of �rmly held beliefs 
ome from. Bénabou and Tirole (2006) study voters'per
eptions about the extent to whi
h people are responsible for their own fate, and showthat beliefs in a �just world� 
an help individuals to motivate themselves or their 
hildrentoward e�ort. Bénabou (2008) looks at per
eptions about the relative merits of govern-ments versus markets. In forming their beliefs, individuals optimally trade o� the value ofremaining hopeful about their (or their 
hildren's) future prospe
ts and the 
osts of mis-informed de
isions. Both papers, unlike our approa
h, posit time-in
onsistent preferen
eswhi
h 
an make it optimal for people to strategi
ally ignore information and distort beliefs.Sin
e expe
ted payo�s also depend on whether other 
itizens respond to unpleasant fa
ts4Alesina and Cukierman (1990) study an environment in whi
h voters are unsure about the ideologi
alposition of 
andidates (as opposed to the state of the e
onomy as in our paper). Akin to the signal-jamminge�e
t we �nd, they show that politi
ians may want to deliberately 
hoose `ambiguous' poli
ies in order to
on
eal their true preferen
es, thereby keeping their ideologi
al advantage.5Conversely, if either poli
ies are per
eived to be ideologi
ally neutral or 
andidates are expe
ted to a
t-non-partisan, even the most o�
e-minded politi
ian has no in
entive to deviate from what is optimal forthe ele
torate.6The resilien
e of e
onomi
 poli
ies that bene�t (target) a spe
i�
 groups of voters has been studied byCoate and Morris (1999) who use a dynami
 model to formalize the intuition that implementation of a poli
yin
reases the politi
al e�e
tiveness of its bene�
iaries in lobbying. As in our model, this persisten
e givesrise to politi
al failure in the sense that equilibrium poli
y sequen
es 
an be Pareto dominated. The maindi�eren
e between Coate and Morris (1999) and our approa
h is that we fo
us on non-partisan (valen
e)issues, whi
h do not target spe
i�
 groups. 4



with realism or denial, multiple equilibria that re�e
t di�erent so
ial 
ognitions (ideologies)emerge. While these models 
an explain ideology as a 
olle
tively held belief, we fo
us ona leader who publi
ly a
ts upon � rather than genuinely entertains � 
ertain beliefs in orderto maintain his power and leadership role.Se
ond, our argument also bears on the important question of why we often observe politi
alparties and politi
ians seeking o�
e to diverge in their positions on 
riti
al issues, 
ontraryto what the Downsian model would predi
t. In the past two de
ades, s
holars in e
onomi
sand politi
al s
ien
e have developed two approa
hes to modeling ele
toral 
ompetition thatproved very useful in this regard: both the probabilisti
 voting model [Lindbe
k and Weibull(1987)℄ and the 
itizen-
andidate model [Osborne and Slivinski (1996), Besley and Coate(1997)℄ 
an generate equilibrium divergen
e and 
an thus su

essfully re
on
ile the eviden
ewith the theory.7 Either type of theoreti
al framework, however, requires partisan prefer-en
es and is thus unsuited to study valen
e issues (e.g., 
rime). Indeed, we are not aware ofa single 
ontribution that is able to explain polarized and partisan politi
s on matters wherevoters 
ommonly agree.8 Moreover, sin
e ena
ted poli
ies in these models dire
tly re�e
tthe preferen
es of the ele
torate, they are silent on why poli
ies 
an persist over time evenin the fa
e of new (and 
on�i
ting) eviden
e.Finally, the model we develop draws from the literature on politi
al failure. In a modelsimilar to ours, Cukierman and Tommasi (1998) show that if voters are also imperfe
tlyinformed about an in
umbent ideology, his ele
toral prospe
ts may in
rease the more atypi
althe poli
y he proposes to implement. The theory 
an explain histori
 in
iden
es su
h asNixon opening up to China, where important poli
y shifts where initiated by o�
e holders orparties whose traditional position was to oppose su
h poli
ies.9 Harrington (1993) and morere
ently, Maskin and Tirole (2004) study how in
umbents' in
entives to in�uen
e their re-ele
tion prospe
ts 
an lead to poli
y failure in representative demo
ra
ies. Instead of fo
usingon the role of ele
tions of holding in
umbents a

ountable for unsatisfa
tory performan
e andsele
ting the most talented (or 
ongruent) politi
ians10, these authors emphasize a �ip sideof ele
tions: if the o�
e-holding motive is su�
iently strong, politi
ians may 
hoose the mostpopular alternative. Catering to publi
 opinion pays o� be
ause it allows 
andidates whoseintrinsi
 obje
tives are not in tune with those of the publi
 to remain in o�
e. Using a similarme
hanism, Stasavage (2007) shows in a re
ent paper that 
ontrary to 
ommon beliefs,publi
 debate between representative may serve to deepen polarization and promote dissent.If debates are held under the publi
 eye, 
andidates may ignore their private information7See Persson and Tabellini (2000) for a dis
ussion and further referen
es.8Another line of resear
h in politi
al e
onomy has fo
used on explaining the prevailing polarization on`moral' issues, su
h as abortion or gay marriage. Glaeser et al. (2005) identify a form of strategi
 extremism,whi
h helps politi
ians to indu
e their 
ore 
onstituents to vote (or make donations).9Although the basi
 line of reasoning in our analysis is obviously quite di�erent, our results providea new perspe
tive on the 
on
lusions of Cukierman and Tommasi (1998): while it may be true that onlyunlikely parties 
an 
redibly persuade voters to support `extreme' poli
ies, this e�e
t depends 
ru
ially onthe ele
torate having su�
iently un
ertain expe
tations as to where parties stand. Otherwise, if Nixon wentto China and by doing so 
ould 
onvin
e the Ameri
an publi
 that this poli
y was in their best interest (andnot the Anti-Communist position he'd previously o

upied), why should he expe
t the ele
torate to re-ele
thim, rather than a Demo
rati
 opponent who had been favoring this 
ourse of a
tion all along?10See Barro, 1973, Ferejohn, 1986, and Persson and Tabellini, 2000, 
hapters 4 and 95



about the true desirability of various poli
y measures and instead promote poli
ies popularamong their 
onstituents. Our analysis goes beyond these 
ontributions by emphasizing howthe ine�
ien
y 
an depend solely on voters' expe
tations about a 
andidate's future poli
yintentions, rather than on a true dis
repan
y between the ideal poli
y of a 
andidate andthat of the ele
torate at large.11The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. The basi
 framework is developed inSe
tion 2. Se
tion 3 provides an in-depth analysis of the model. We show that both parti-sanship and non-partisanship 
an arise in equilibrium. Se
tion 4 
onsiders two extensions.We �rst demonstrate that our model uniquely predi
ts whi
h of these equilibria o

urs if
andidates have arbitrary small biases towards their partisan poli
y.Se
ond, we show thatpartisan behavior be
omes even more plausible if the prospe
ts of ine�
ient poli
ies arethemselves un
ertain. Se
tion 5 
on
ludes.2 A dynami
 Model of Partisanship2.1 Preferen
es and E
onomi
 EnvironmentConsider an in�nite-horizon e
onomy in dis
rete time. The e
onomy is populated by anin�nite number of risk-neutral 
onsumer-voters who derive the same per-period bene�t bt =

b(at, st) ∈ {0, b} from a poli
y de
ision at. For simpli
ity, we take at to be binary; inparti
ular, there is a `left-wing' alternative at = l and a `right-wing' alternative at = r.12Consumers know the set of feasible poli
ies (and have 
ommon views on whi
h they per
eiveas being left-wing and right-wing, respe
tively) but are un
ertain about the underlying stateof the e
onomy st ∈ {l, r}. As an example, take the issue of state versus market provision ofpubli
 servi
es (su
h as health 
are and edu
ation): here, the underlying state st 
apturesthe relative e�
a
y of government provision and the poli
y de
ision is whether or not theservi
e is publi
ly provided, where publi
 provision is 
ommonly viewed as the �left-wing�alternative and private provision universally per
eived as a �right-wing� poli
y.Voters' per period payo� sto
hasti
ally depends on the unobserved state st as follows:
b(at = st) = b with probability 1
b(at 6= st) =

{

b with probability π

0 with probability 1 − π11In Harrington (1993), the di�eren
e in obje
tive fun
tions between 
andidates and voters stems fromdi�eren
es in beliefs about whi
h poli
y is best. Maskin and Tirole (2004) assume that some politi
ians aresimply in
ongruent in the sense that their preferred a
tion is always di�erent from that of the ele
torate.12Provided the poli
y issue is one-dimensional, the binary assumption 
ould easily be relaxed. Assuming abinary politi
al de
ision also has some appeal in that voters may �nd it di�
ult to make subtle distin
tionsbetween poli
ies, e.g., they may only take note of whether government spending goes up or down. In thissense, poli
ies may be quite broadly de�ned and �t well into the ideologi
al spe
trum of `left' and `right'.The presumption of one-dimensionality is also supported by empiri
al eviden
e from the US Congress: inwell-known study using data on roll-
all votes from the House and the Senate, Poole and Rosenthal (1997)show that more than 80 per
ent of representatives' voting re
ords over the past 40 years 
an be explainedsolely on the basis of the one-dimensional variable (i.e., their `ideology').6



In other words, if the poli
y 
hoi
e mat
hes the state, the poli
y is `su

essful' with probabil-ity one and voters re
eive a 
ertain payo� of b. Otherwise, the poli
y `fails' with probability
1 − π in whi
h 
ase we normalize payo�s to zero.The state of the e
onomy evolves over time a

ording to a symmetri
 transition fun
tion

Prob{st+1 = st} = γ = 1 − Prob{st+1 6= st}, (1)independent of the poli
y 
hosen. Letting µt denote the likelihood voters atta
h to theleft-state st = l, we 
an write individual preferen
es as in period t

E

∞
∑

j=0

βjbt+j = E

∞
∑

j=0

βjb (at+j |st+j) . (2)where β < 1 is the dis
ount fa
tor. Note that, by 
onstru
tion, the issue is non-partisan(ideologi
ally neutral) in the sense that all voters unanimously agree on the optimally 
hosenpoli
y alternative: if they knew the state to be s, they unanimously preferred the poli
ythat is appropriate for the state, i.e., a = s. Sin
e they do not know s but share a 
ommonbelief µ, voters prefer poli
y l over poli
y r in any given period t if and only if µt ≥
1
2 .Politi
al de
isions are not taken in dire
t demo
rati
 vote. Instead, voters ele
t an o�
eholder as their representative in ea
h period, who sele
ts and implements the poli
y alterna-tive at. Unlike voters, politi
ians observe the state s, whi
h may simply re�e
t their greaterexpertise better a

ess to resour
es, or their greater in
entive to be
ome informed.13There are two observable types of politi
ians, left-wing L and right-wing R. We interpretthe type i ∈ {L, R} as politi
ians' `ideology' or `party a�liation', but any other observable
hara
teristi
 su
h as the 
andidates' gender, their home distri
t, or their previous positionon a di�erent (unrelated) poli
y issue would work equally well. Consistent with our notionthat the issue is non-partisan, politi
ians derive the same utility from a given s than thevoters, independent of their type i. However, they also 
are about holding o�
e. Weformalize this se
ond motive in the usual fashion by a rent φ that politi
ians re
eive frombeing ele
ted to o�
e in period t. In summary, the per-period utility of an in
umbent oftype i in period t when the state is st is

ui
t = b(at, st) + φ. (3)When not in o�
e, politi
ians re
eive a 
ontinuation utility of zero. Finally, we assume thatnot being re-ele
ted is an absorbing state, i.e., a on
e defeated in
umbent never returns toholding o�
e.The timing of the stage game is as follows. First, nature draws the state st, whi
h isimmediately revealed to politi
ians but not to ordinary 
itizens. Next, ele
tions are heldin whi
h voters de
ide whether to re-ele
t the in
umbent or whether to newly ele
t the13The natural assumption that politi
ians are generally better informed than the ele
torate at large is oftenevoked in the literature. See, e.g., Cukierman and Tommasi (1998) or Maskin and Tirole (2004). Kessler(2005) provides an analysis where o�
ials to endogenously a
quire 
ompeten
e on the issues they overseeand spe
ialize in poli
y formation. 7




hallenger for o�
e (a period de�nes a term of o�
e). Throughout, we restri
t attention tothe 
ase where the 
hallenger has a di�erent ideology or party-a�liation than the in
umbent.On
e ele
ted, the o�
e holder 
hooses a poli
y alternative at. Finally, voters and politi
iansobserve whether the poli
y was a su

ess (bt = b) or a failure (bt = 0).2.2 Equilibrium De�nitionAs is 
ommon in these types of models, we will restri
t attention to pure strategy, stationaryand symmetri
 Markov perfe
t equilibria of this game. In those equilibria, players ignoreall details of the history (in
luding its length) and 
ondition their strategies only on thepay-o� relevant information. Note that be
ause there is no link between periods other thanthe information revealed by politi
ians about the underlying state and the evolution of thatstate, the latter 
an be summarized for the ele
torate by its belief µt at time t. A strategy fora representative voter is thus a rule that determines whether he or she plans to vote for theprevious period in
umbent or the 
hallenger in t, based on µt. When voters are indi�erentbetween two 
andidates, either stands equal 
han
es of winning the ele
tion.14 Similarly,a strategy for a type-i 
andidate maps voters' beliefs µt (and hen
e, ele
tion out
omes) aswell as the 
urrent state st into a poli
y 
hoi
e a ∈ {l, r}. In equilibrium, strategies mustbe mutual best responses and beliefs evolve in a way 
onsistent with Bayes rule wheneverpossible. Strategies are optimal if they maximize the value fun
tions of 
andidates andvoters. The value fun
tion for a representative voter 
an be written as
U(µt) = max

P i(µt)
E

[

∑

i

P i(µt)b(a
i
t(µt, st), st) + βU(µt+1)

] (4)where P i(µt) ∈ [0, 1] is the probability that an i-type 
andidate is ele
ted in t, and wherethe expe
tation is taken over bt and st given 
urrent beliefs µt. Note that in general, beliefs
µt+1 at time t + 1 will depend on the ele
ted 
andidate, the implemented poli
y and thesu

ess or failure of the poli
y in t. The value fun
tion of a type i 
andidate is

V i(µt, st) = max
ai(µt,st)

P i(µt)E
[

b(ai(µt, st), st) + φ + βV i(µt+1, st+1)
]

, (5)where the expe
tation is over bt and st+1, given st.3 Equilibrium AnalysisIn what follows we will use the term non-partisan politi
s to 
hara
terize the Pareto-optimalpoli
y 
hoi
e, i.e., the o�
e holder implements at = st, independent of her type i. Partisanpoliti
s, in 
ontrast, involves politi
ians sele
ting the alternative that 
orresponds to their14Sin
e we assume a 
ontinuum of voters, no single voter 
an possibly in�uen
e the out
ome of an ele
tionand every voting strategy is 
onsistent with equilibrium. To eliminate this arti�
ial multipli
ity, we willthroughout 
onsider only strategies that maximize (4) below, i.e, those that would be optimal in 
ase thevote was de
isive (weakly undominated strategies if there is a �nite number of 
itizens).8



ideology, i.e., at = l if i = L and at = r if i = R, independent of the state st. Re
allfrom (3) that an o�
e holders per-period utility is independent of her ideology or partya�liation. Consequently, the sole 
hannel through whi
h ideology 
an possibly in�uen
e the
hoi
e of poli
y is through voters' expe
tations, whi
h for the politi
ians will translate intothe likelihood they are (re-)ele
ted to o�
e. It is this link between a
tual poli
y 
hoi
es andvoter's expe
tations about 
andidates' post-ele
tion behavior � partisan or non-partisan �we are most interested in. To highlight the interdependen
ies, we have eliminated all otherwell-studied determinants of partisan politi
s (partisan voters, partisan politi
ians et
.), notbe
ause we 
onsider them implausible but simply be
ause they would only serve to disguisethe true e�e
ts at work here. Of 
ourse, the fa
t that politi
ians' utilities do not dependon ideology or party a�liation renders their 
hara
terization as left-wing or right-wing aswell as the labeling of alternatives as left and right 
ompletely arbitrary. What matters, aswe will see below, are solely voters per
eptions as to a) what 
onstitutes a left-wing and aright-wing poli
y alternative, and b) who is a left-wing and a right-wing politi
ian.3.1 The Non-Partisan (E�
ient) EquilibriumAs a ben
hmark, we �rst 
onstru
t an equilibrium in whi
h 
andidates 
hoose poli
ies ina Pareto e�
ient manner along the equilibrium path, and voters' � be
ause they 
orre
tlyexpe
t non-partisan behavior from their representatives � have no preferen
es for either typeof politi
ian. Thus, suppose in
umbents always 
hoose ai
t = st, irrespe
tive of their ideologyor party a�liation i. Sin
e both types of politi
ians implement the same Pareto e�
ientalternative in every period, voters hold no preferen
e for the in
umbent or the 
hallengerand ele
t either with probability 1/2. Let U(i, µt) be voter's utility from ele
ting an i-type
andidate in period t along the equilibrium path. We have

U(L, µt) = U(R, µt) and P i(µt) =
1

2
∀µt, t, i.It is worth noting that the implementation of an e�
ient poli
y alternative � pre
iselybe
ause is is ne
essarily 
onditional on the 
urrent state � provides voters with additionalinformation about st. Indeed, sin
e the 
hoi
e of at = st perfe
tly reveals st, the onlyun
ertainty about the underlying e
onomy stems from the fa
t that the 
onditions may
hange from one period to the next a

ording to (1). For any initial belief µ0, beliefs in thisequilibrium therefore evolve a

ording to

µt+1(at, µt) =

{

γ if at = l

1 − γ if at = r
∀µt, t.In what follows, we will for notational simpli
ity fo
us on left-wing politi
ians i = L, drop-ping the index i whenever possible. The argument for right-wing politi
ians i = R isanalogous. Re
alling that bt ≡ b if at = st the value fun
tion of an in
umbent politi
ian isif he or she implements the e�
ient alternative is

V (st) =
1

2
{b + φ + β E [V (st+1)]} .9



Note that V (st) is independent of µt, be
ause given the ele
torate's voting rule any in
um-bent fa
es equal 
han
es of being re-ele
ted and defeated, respe
tively, regardless of beliefs.If the in
umbent deviates by 
hoosing at 6= st in some t, the value fun
tion be
omes
V̂ (st) =

1

2
{πb + φ + βE [V (st+1)]} ,whi
h by inspe
tion is stri
tly less than V (st) for any π < 1. Hen
e, at = st is indeed theutility-maximizing 
hoi
e for in
umbents in ea
h period. We 
an thus 
on
lude that non-partisan politi
s and an ele
toral rule that assigns equal ele
tion 
han
es to in
umbents and
hallengers in all periods form an equilibrium. In fa
t, it is the Markov perfe
t equilibriumwith the highest payo� to the ele
torate,

Umax =

∞
∑

t=0

βtb =
1

1 − β
b.Proposition 1. [Non-Partisan Equilibrium℄ There always exists an equilibrium in whi
hele
ted o�
e holders a
t non-partisan and are re-ele
ted with probability 1/2. In this equi-librium, voters have full information about the prevailing state following the poli
y 
hoi
e inea
h period, and re
eive the highest possible utility.While the non-partisan equilibrium always exists and Pareto-dominates all other equilibriafor the voters, it is not the only possible out
ome. In the following se
tions, we demonstratesub-optimal partisan politi
s 
an be supported in equilibrium as well. Moreover, we willshow that optimal non-partisan politi
s are fragile in the sense that they 
annot survive if
itizens' expe
tations about o�
e holders' behavior are subje
t to (small) un
ertainty.3.2 The Partisan EquilibriumWe next study the possibility of a partisan equilibrium. Intuitively, suppose voters' expe
to�
e holders to play partisan and 
hoose at = i in every period, independent of the 
urrentstate st. The key to observe is that voters are no longer indi�erent a
ross politi
ians withdistin
t ideologies. In parti
ular, if a voter knew the state to be st = l, he or she wouldstri
tly prefer a type-L 
andidate to a type-R 
andidate, be
ause only the former's partisanbehavior 
oin
ides with the e�
ient poli
y 
hoi
e in period t. A dire
t 
onsequen
e of thisstri
t preferen
e ordering is that period-t in
umbents now fa
e a dilemma whenever theirideology does not mat
h the state. A type-L o�
e holder who sele
ts the non-partisan 
hoi
eof at = r would revealed the state to be st = r, and would not be re-ele
ted with probabilityone. Similarly, a type R-in
umbent who implemented the e�
ient left-wing alternative at = lbe
ause the state was st = l would fa
e 
ertain defeat. A partisan 
hoi
e of at ≡ i 6= st,on the other hand, will 
on
eal the true state and thus may ensure � possibly depending onthe observed su

ess or failure of the alternative � re-ele
tion. It is then intuitive that thise�e
t 
an indu
e partisan behavior provided politi
ians 
are su�
iently strong about their(re-)ele
tion prospe
ts. The remainder of this se
tion establishes this result formally.10



To this end, 
onsider a type-i 
andidate whose strategy is to 
hoose the partisan poli
ywhenever in o�
e in period t. Given µ0, the voters' belief along the equilibrium path thenevolves as follows
µL

t+1(at = l, µt) =

{

1 − γ + (2γ − 1) µt

µt+(1−µt)π
if poli
y at = l was a su

ess

1 − γ if poli
y at = l was a failure (6)
µR

t+1(at = r, µt) =

{

γ − (2γ − 1) 1−µt

1−µt+µtπ
if poli
y at = r was a su

ess

γ if poli
y at = r was a failure.Note that beliefs satisfy the property, E[µL
t+1|at = l, µt] = E[µR

t+1|at = r, µt] = γµt + (1 −

γ)(1 − µt). Due to the fa
t that the o�
e holders poli
y 
hoi
e reveals no new informationabout the 
urrent state, the ele
torate only learns by observing whether the poli
y has beensu

essful or not.As usual, beliefs are not de�ned o� the equilibrium path, i.e., when the ele
torate observesthe non-partisan poli
y being implemented. O� equilibrium path, we make the naturalassumption that non-partisan politi
s are perfe
tly revealing
µL

t+1(at = r) = 1 − γ and µR
t+1(at = l) = γ, (7)i.e., if the ele
torate unexpe
tedly observes a left-wing o�
e holder to sele
t at = r, itassumes that the non-partisan state st = r must have o

urred, and vi
e versa.15Now suppose voters ele
t the left-wing (right-wing) 
andidate for beliefs µt > 1/2 (µt < 1/2)and give both 
andidates equal 
han
es of winning for µt = 1/2. The value fun
tion of theele
torate is then

U(µt) =

{

(µt + (1 − µt)π)
(

b + βU(µL
t+1)

)

+ (1 − µt)(1 − π)βU(1 − γ) µt ≥ 0.5

(1 − µt + µtπ)
(

b + βU(µR
t+1)

)

+ µt(1 − π)βU(γ) µt < 0.5.
(8)Closer inspe
tion of (8) reveals that U(µt) is in
reasing in µt for values µt ≥ 1/2 andde
reasing in µt otherwise (at µt = 1/2, the fun
tion assumes a minimum). Intuitively, moreextreme beliefs in
rease the bene�t of ele
ting the right politi
ian. A dire
t 
onsequen
e ofthis property is that voters would never want to `experiment', i.e., ele
t a 
andidate whosubsequently is less likely to implement the e�
ient poli
y in order to re
eive more pre
iseinformation about the state.16 Doing so would only in
rease the 
han
es of a poli
y failure,in whi
h 
ase voters would be even more 
onvin
ed that the ele
ted 
andidate was notappropriate. Put di�erently, the ele
torate would dispose of a more a

urate belief onlyif the implemented poli
y goes awry. In the unlikely 
ase of su

ess on the other hand,the resulting belief is less pre
ise than the one that would have resulted from having theappropriate 
andidate su

essfully implement his partisan poli
y.Turning now to 
andidates, we will without loss of generality again 
onsider the behaviorof left-wing 
andidates, omitting the index L whenever possible. Anti
ipating the voting15This out-of equilibrium belief is the unique belief satisfying the Banks & Sobel divinity D1 
riterion.16See also Lemma 1 in the Appendix, whi
h formally shows that experimentation does not improve voters'payo�s. 11



behavior of the ele
torate, the equilibrium value of a
ting partisan for a left-wing 
andidateis
V (µt, st) =

{

P (µt) {b + φ + β [γV (µt+1, l) + (1 − γ)V (µt+1, r)]} if st = l

P (µt) {πb + φ + βE [(1 − γ)V (µt+1, l) + γV (µt+1, r)]} if st = rwhere the expe
tation is taken over µt+1 given st and bt and
P (µ) =











1 if µ > 0.5

0.5 if µ = 0.5

0 else . (9)A 
andidate who deviates by setting at = r in period t, in 
ontrast, would reveal thetrue state to be st = r. Voters' beliefs at the beginning of the next period are therefore
µt+1 < 1/2, resulting in 
ertain defeat and a utility normalized to zero. Hen
e, we 
an writethe o�
e holder's utility V̂ (µt, st) from su
h a deviation as

V̂ (µt, st) =

{

P (µt) {πb + φ} if st = l

P (µt) {b + φ} if st = r.Obviously, no rational in
umbent would ever want to sele
t an opponents partisan poli
yin a state where in fa
t her own partisan poli
y is myopi
ally optimal. Thus, the strategy
at = l is trivially utility maximizing in the `partisan' state st = l. It remains to study whenpoliti
ians are willing to sa
ri�
e the utility from the Pareto-optimal 
hoi
e of at = r by
hoosing at = l in state st = r. Comparing V (µt, r) with V̂ (µt, r), we see that the answer isyes if V (µt, r) ≥ V̂ (µt, r) or

βE [γV (µt+1, l) + (1 − γ)V (µt+1, r)] ≥ (1 − π)b. (10)On the right-hand side of (10) are the short-term gains from deviating, as re�e
ted inthe additional expe
ted bene�t from the optimal non-partisan 
hoi
e over the suboptimalpartisan 
hoi
e. The left-hand side 
aptures the expe
ted loss from fa
ing 
ertain defeat inthis 
ase; it is the utility lost by not staying in power, whi
h is in
reasing in the parameters
β and φ, among others (as shown below). Thus, as indi
ated above, the in
umbent musthave a high enough value remaining in o�
e. This is intuitive: if politi
ians do not 
areabout their (re-)ele
tion 
han
es, either be
ause they highly dis
ount the future (low β) orbe
ause the bene�ts they derive from o�
e are small (low φ), they will sele
t whatever poli
ymaximizes their per-period payo�, whi
h by assumption is the Pareto optimal 
hoi
e. Butanother, and perhaps less apparent, fa
tor also plays a 
ru
ial role: by a
ting partisan, the
andidates must also be able to improve their (re-)ele
tion 
han
es by a su�
ient margin.That this is not trivial 
an be seen by 
onsidering very low values of µt. Clearly, in this
ase we 
annot rule out that even a su

ess with the 
hosen partisan poli
y may result indefeat be
ause voters' ex post belief, µt+1, remains below 1/2. For the remainder of thisse
tion, we will therefore assume for any belief µ ∈ [1 − γ, γ], the su

ess probability π of asub-optimally 
hosen partisan poli
y is low enough, su
h that an o�
e holder doing so in the
urrent period would have a 
han
e of being re-ele
ted. In other words, even for µt = 1− γ,the ele
torate's updated belief satis�es µt+1 = (1−γ)

(1−γ)+γπ
> 0.5, whi
h is equivalent to12



Assumption 1.
π <

1 − γ

γ
. (A1)Under Assumption 1, a su

ess results in sure re-ele
tion (and failure in sure defeat) irre-spe
tive of the state st or of beliefs µt. In this 
ase, V (µt, st) assumes a parti
ularly simpleform. It is 
onstant (and equal to zero) for beliefs µt ∈ [1 − γ, 1

2 ) where the 
andidate isnot ele
ted in equilibrium, takes on a single intermediate value for µt = 1
2 , and is 
onstantagain for all higher beliefs µt ∈ (1

2 , γ], where the 
andidate is ele
ted with probability one.Formally, ∀µt,∈ (0.5, γ] we have P (µt) = 1 and µt+1 > 1
2 if the poli
y was su

essful and

µt+1 = 1 − γ < 1
2 otherwise. V (µt, st) ≡ V̄ (st) for all values in this interval. Similarly,

∀µt,∈ [1 − γ, 1
2 ), F (µt) = 0, implying V (µt, st) ≡ 0. Sele
ting the non-partisan poli
y instate r then will not be optimal if

b + φ ≤ πb + φ + πβ[(1 − γ)V̄ (l) + γV̄ (r)]orAssumption 2.
(1 − π)b ≤ πβ[(1 − γ)V̄ (l) + γV̄ (r)] (A2)where V̄ (r) and V̄ (l) 
an expli
itly be 
omputed to read

V̄ (r) =
bπ(1 + β(1 − 2γβ)) + (πβ(1 − γ) + 1 − βγ)φ

πβ(β(2γ − 1) − γ) + 1 − βγ

V̄ (l) =
b(πβ(1 − 2γ) + 1) + (1 − β(πγ + γ − 1))φ

πβ(β(2γ − 1) − γ) + 1 − βγ
. (11)We 
an 
on
lude:Proposition 2. [Partisan Equilibrium℄ Under (A1) and (A2), there always exists an equi-librium in whi
h ele
ted o�
e holders a
t partisan regardless of the state. In this equilibrium,politi
ians are re-ele
ted with probability one if their implemented poli
y was a su

ess andfa
e 
ertain defeat if it was a failure, and voters re
eive no information about the prevailingstate from the 
hoi
e of poli
y (other than ex post from its su

ess or failure).It is important to 
ontrast the equilibrium behavior in Proposition 2 to the well-knowndanger of o�
e-motivated representatives `pandering to publi
 opinion'. Harrington (1993)and Maskin and Tirole (2004) investigate this phenomenon, whi
h turns the a

ountabilityrole of ele
tions on its head. The authors show that, be
ause the ele
torate is unable toevaluate the o�
ial's a
tions dire
tly, the desire to be (re-)ele
ted may lead non-
ongruentrepresentatives to pursue the most popular, rather than the welfare maximizing, 
ourse ofa
tion. While similar in its 
onsequen
es, the poli
y 
hoi
e in a partisan equilibrium doesnot follow the most popular 
ourse of a
tion. Instead, in
umbents in our model sti
k to13



their on
e ena
ted poli
ies so as not to reveal that �times have 
hanged�. Moreover, what isat the heart of the resulting poli
y bias is a per
eived � as opposed to a real � ideologi
albias or non-
ongruen
y: ideology is a so
ial per
eption not an innate 
hara
teristi
 of the
andidates.In parti
ular, 
omparing Proposition 1 and 2, the blame for the poli
y bias 
an be squarelylaid on the fa
t that voters per
eive poli
ies to be ideologi
ally tinted and expe
t 
andi-dates to a
t partisan. If any one of these 
onditions is missing, i.e., poli
ies are per
eivedto be ideologi
ally neutral or 
andidates are expe
ted to a
t-non-partisan, even the mosto�
e-minded politi
ian has no in
entive to deviate from what is optimal for the ele
torate[Proposition 1℄. Only if voters expe
t partisan politi
s in the future will they have an in
en-tive to ele
t the 
andidates whose per
eived position 
orresponds to what they think is intheir best interest given their 
urrent information. And it is the voters' expe
tations, in turn,whi
h indu
e 
andidates to a
tually a
t partisan, i.e., a

ording to their ideology, in the �rstpla
e. Put di�erently, voters and representatives are 
aught in an ideology trap: be
ausevoters expe
t the ideology of o�
e holders to determine their politi
al a
tions, an o�
ials(re-)ele
tion 
han
es will vary with his or her per
eived ideology. In their desire to in�uen
ethe out
ome of the ele
tion, these expe
tations indu
e the o�
ials to a
t partisan. Shiftsfrom non-partisan politi
s to partisan politi
s 
on�rm the ele
torate's assessed likelihoodof the latter, 
ementing the polarization even further. Ideologues emerge who are not truebelievers. Instead, ideology is purely a so
ial per
eption based on observable 
hara
teristi
sof 
andidates: if voters expe
t a female representative from California who supports gun
ontrol to also favor big government, then this is what she will do in equilibrium. Thus,issue bundling o

urs not be
ause preferen
es are bundled, but be
ause voters' expe
tationstie 
andidates' to 
andidates' 
hara
teristi
s (su
h as their party a�liation or their positionon other issues).There are two possible misgivings one 
ould have against this line of reasoning. First, votersare stri
tly better o� in the non-partisan equilibrium than in the partisan equilibrium, andthus there may a priori be little reason to expe
t partisan behavior to prevail. Se
ond,non-partisan behavior is not observed on the equilibrium path in the partisan equilibrium:by assumption, if voters unexpe
tedly see 
andidates a
ting non-partisan, they infer thatthe state must be unfavorable to their ideologi
al position. Although plausible17, the fa
tremains that these are o�-equilibrium beliefs. As we will see, both arguments are rooted inthe simple nature of the model and 
an easily be addressed. Se
tion 4 below presents twovariations of our our basi
 framework that deal with these 
on
erns in turn.We 
lose this se
tion by studying the set of parameters that supports partisan behavior asan equilibrium phenomenon. First, note that Assumption 1 is satis�ed for small values ofeither π or γ, or both: if γ → 1
2 , (A1) holds for almost all feasible values of π; values γ → 1,in 
ontrast, require π → 0. Ceteris paribus, partisan behavior is thus more likely to arise ifeither i) the ele
torate is su�
iently un
ertain about the underlying state or ii) the su

essand failure of poli
ies is su�
iently a

urate signal of the state, or both. Intuitively, these
onditions ensure that 
hallengers do not 
redibly deviate to non-partisan behavior. If (A1)17It is easy to verify that the equilibrium survives a number of 
ommonly used re�nements.14



does not hold, a 
hallenger who unexpe
tedly (i.e. o� the equilibrium path) won the ele
tionwould always a
t non-partisan, simply be
ause he would have no 
han
e of getting re-ele
tedeven if his partisan poli
y proved su

essful. If the state 
an be determined fairly a

uratelybe
ause it persists over long time horizons (γ → 1) or if the signal of a poli
y's su

ess orfailure is very ina

urate (π → 1), even a su

essful partisan poli
y 
hoi
e of a 
hallengerwould not 
onvin
e voters to turn their ba
ks on an in
umbent. Consequently, 
hallengerswould have no in
entive to a
t partisan if ele
ted, whi
h in turn would make their ele
tionstri
tly optimal for voters.Se
ond, to better understand the restri
tions embodied in Assumption 2, we 
an we 
ansubstitute for V̄ (r) and V̄ (l) in 
ondition (A2) using (11), whi
h yields
b

φ + b
≤

πβ (1 − β(2γ − 1))

(1 − π) (1 − βγ)
(12)Thus, and not surprisingly, partisan behavior is more likely to arise whenever politi
ianshave a strong relative o�
e holding motive: their rent from holding onto power, φ, relativeto the the payo� b they forgo by not 
hoosing the 
orre
t poli
y must be su�
iently high.Setting β = 1, equation (12) further simpli�es to18

φ

b
≥ −

1

2

(

3 −
1

π

)

.Note that the 
ondition is satis�ed even for φ = 0 as long as π > 1
3 be
ause 
andidatesderive utility from their poli
y 
hoi
e only while in o�
e.3.3 Properties of the Partisan EquilibriumAs explained above, the spe
i�
 motivation for a
ting partisan given voters' expe
tationsis one `signal-jamming' (rather than signaling itself). An e�
ient poli
y 
hoi
e 
onveysinformation about the state of the world, making it less likely that the in
umbent o�
eholder is re-ele
ted if he is expe
ted to a
t partisan in the future. To improve his 
han
esof re-ele
tion, the in
umbent thus `jams' the voters' inferen
e problem by instead using thepartisan poli
y, whi
h is both ine�
ient and less responsive to 
urrent 
ir
umstan
es.The latter fa
t is noteworthy, not only be
ause it 
an explain the emergen
e of �ideologues�but also be
ause, by de�nition, an ideologue's preferred poli
y 
hoi
e does not vary withthe underlying state. Thus the model 
an also provide a possible explanation for ine�
ientpoli
y persisten
e: along the equilibrium path, there will not be a deviation from a givenpoli
y unless voters oust a politi
ian from o�
e. Moreover, the probability that the poli
y(ideology of the o�
e holder) varies with the state and 
hanges from one period to the nextis smaller than in the non-partisan equilibrium.18Sin
e the probability that a 
andidate is eventually ousted from o�
e approa
hes one, 
andidates have�nite values even if they do not dis
ount the future. In this 
ase the values are V̄ (r) = 2bπ+φ+πφ

1−π
and

V̄ (l) = b+φ

1−γ
+ V̄ (r). 15



Finally, despite the fa
t that in
umbents who `sti
k to their politi
al 
olors' and do not
hange poli
ies ena
t ine�
ient poli
ies, the politi
al failure does not result in lower ele
tion
han
es. In fa
t, it is easy to show that � relative to the e�
ient equilibrium � in
umbentsenjoy an advantage in the partisan equilibrium: their 
han
es of winning another term ino�
e are stri
tly higher than even.19These observations are summarized inProposition 3. In a partisan equilibrium:a) voters re
eive stri
tly less utility than in the non-partisan equilibrium [Poli
y Failure℄b) in
umbents' poli
ies do not vary with the 
urrent state and poli
ies are less likely tobe 
hanged than would be e�
ient [Poli
y Persisten
e℄, and
) the long run probability that an in
umbent wins another term in o�
e is stri
tly greaterthan one half [In
umben
y Advantage℄.The impli
ation of poli
y persisten
e is parti
ularly interesting for two reasons. First, itshows that poli
ies may be resilient not only be
ause they are targeted and thus allow for theformation of powerful interest groups who subsequently lobby for their 
ontinued ena
tmentas in Coate and Morris (1999). Persisten
e may also be a problem for non-targeted (valen
e)issues, simply be
ause in
umbent politi
ians may be relu
tant to abandon their previouslyena
ted poli
ies so as to not openly admit that �times have 
hanged�. Se
ond, this persisten
egives rise to politi
al failure. Rather than the result of a struggle between powerful interestgroups and the publi
 at large, the ine�
ient inertia in the politi
al pro
ess is driven bythe fa
t that, in a world on partisanship, o�
e holders are relu
tant to admit that new
ir
umstan
es warrant a new poli
y and, therefore, new leaders in the eyes of the ele
torate.Both poli
y persisten
e and in
umben
y advantage distinguish our model from from othermodels of poli
y divergen
e (su
h as the 
itizen-
andidate model) and 
an potentially betested for empiri
ally. While a full-�edged empiri
al analysis of these phenomena is beyondthe s
ope of the present paper, we 
on�ne ourselves to point out that these impli
ationsare 
onsistent with empiri
al observations regarding demo
rati
 two-party systems. Asstated in the Introdu
tion, studies of voting behavior in the U.S. Congress in parti
ular
on�rm our theoreti
al predi
tions of ideologi
al positioning and polarization along partylines [M
Carthy et al. (2006)℄. Using data from roll 
all voting re
ords, Poole (2007) presentsa variety of eviden
e showing that, on
e ele
ted, members adopt a 
onsistent ideologi
alposition and maintain it over time. Moreover, in spite of (or perhaps even be
ause of) theirstubborn behavior, re-ele
tion rates for senators and House members are regularly above 80per
ent. In 2002, for instan
e, 398 House members ran for reele
tion, of whi
h only 16 weredefeated. In the Senate, a mere three out of 26 senators running for reele
tion lost.19One may obje
t to this assertion that sin
e voters are indi�erent between 
andidates in the non-partisanequilibrium, any probability of re-ele
tion is 
onsistent with equilibrium behavior (in
luding perfe
t in
um-ben
y advantages with re-ele
tion probabilities equal to one). Note, however, that su
h out
omes wouldrequire voters to 
o-ordinate their voting strategies, an implausible s
enario when the ele
torate is large.16



Finally, note that the qualitative results of this se
tion in no way depend on our assumptionthat there is no un
ertainty in the voting behavior of the ele
torate, whi
h makes 
ompetitionbetween 
andidates espe
ially �er
e. In parti
ular, a standard probabilisti
 voting modelwhere 
andidates fa
e un
ertain ele
toral prospe
ts and 
ater to the swing voter would yieldidenti
al 
on
lusions.204 Extensions: Voter Un
ertainty4.1 Candidate BehaviorAs mentioned above, one possible obje
tion to the partisan equilibrium is that it is Paretodominated by the non-partisan equilibrium for the voters (though not for the politi
ians).Arguably, this 
ould make sub-optimal partisan behavior less likely to be observed: if theele
torate 
olle
tively bene�ts from expe
ting representatives to a
t in its best interest, thenwhy should it expe
t otherwise?Although this reasoning may sensible enough, at least in 
ir
umstan
es that fa
ilitate someform of voter 
oordination, we will show in this se
tion that there are 
ompelling argumentsin favor of the partisan equilibrium. Spe
i�
ally, the result below demonstrates that thenon-partisan equilibrium is fragile (unstable) in the sense that it does not survive small per-turbations in voters' expe
tations. Hen
e, introdu
ing a small amount of voter un
ertaintywill sele
t the partisan equilibrium whenever it exists. Formally, suppose that from theperspe
tive of voters' there is some small probability ǫ > 0 that 
andidates play partisan.21We haveProposition 4. If there is an arbitrarily small and i.i.d. probability ǫ > 0 that o�
eholders follow their ideology in ea
h period, then generi
ally there exists either the partisanequilibrium or the non-partisan equilibrium, not both.Proposition 4 shows that a small amount of voter un
ertainty regarding 
andidate behaviorsu�
es to sele
t the ine�
ient, partisan equilibrium. Intuitively, non-partisan behavior isunstable be
ause voters have no preferen
es over non-partisan politi
ians; everyone is equallygood as long as he or she is expe
ted to a
t non-partisan. Small amounts of un
ertaintyregarding 
andidates' subsequent behavior, however, make voters stri
tly prefer the 
andi-date whose ideologi
al position is more likely to su

eed given their beliefs about the 
urrent20See the Appendix for proof of Proposition 2 for the 
ase where P (µt) is an arbitrary in
reasing fun
tionof µt. Also note that our results are equally robust to the possibility that voters o

asionally observe the stateof the world: while introdu
ing a small probability that st is 
ommonly observed will make partisan-behaviorless attra
tive, 
eteris paribus, 
ondition (12) still holds for su�
iently high φ/b.21One explanation for why voters 
ould expe
t partisan behavior to arise with positive probability is partypressure [see Cukierman and Tommasi (1998)℄. The possibility of a �partisan sho
k� 
ould then formalizedby a probability ǫ with whi
h the o�
e holder realizes an additional bene�t Bi(a) ≡ B whenever he 
hoosesthe poli
y a 
orresponding to her ideology or party a�liation i, and assuming that the per-period payo� froma partisan 
hoi
e is su�
ient to 
ompensate for the expe
ted loss from not 
hoosing the e�
ient alternative,i.e., B > (1 − π)b). Another 
on
eivable rational for this type of voter un
ertainty would be that voters areunsure about whether or not the issue is in fa
t non-partisan.17



state. This is true even if the probability of a
ting partisan is very small, sin
e voters areindi�erent between 
andidates to begin with.While we use the result in Proposition 4 primarily to sele
t among equilibria, the fragilityof non-partisan (respe
tively, partisan) equilibria has obvious impli
ations 
on
erning howshifts in voters' expe
tations translate into poli
y 
hanges. In parti
ular, the above �nd-ing shows that even small 
hanges in the per
eption of voters 
on
erning the likelihood ofpartisan behavior of their representatives are su�
ient to trigger major shifts in the typeof poli
ies that are proposed and how these poli
ies are voted upon. Thus, Proposition 4
ould fruitfully be applied to explain sudden trends in polarization and partisanship. Onmatters of foreign poli
y , for example, partisanship as measured by the la
k of support forthe President by members of the U.S. 
ongress in
reased dramati
ally following the Vietnamwar (an event that may well have 
hanged peoples' expe
tations about partisan behavior).22For the same reason, the result is also 
onsistent with � and 
an possibly a

ount for � o
-
urren
es of within-party polarization and 
onvergen
e, su
h as the split between Southernand Northern Demo
rats during the Civil War area and its diminishing importan
e in thepast de
ades.4.2 Poli
y Prospe
tsIn this se
tion we allow voters to be un
ertain as to the prospe
t of an ine�
iently 
ho-sen poli
y. Apart from 
apturing reality, the extension serves two purposes. First, sin
e
andidates will prefer to implement e�
ient (non-partisan) poli
ies whenever their partisanpoli
y is unlikely to su

eed, voters will observe non-partisan behavior on the equilibriumpath, eliminating out-of equilibrium beliefs. Se
ond, the partisan equilibrium will exist fora wider range of parameters.Spe
i�
ally, assume that the probability of su

ess of an ine�
ient poli
y 
hoi
e πt evolvessto
hasti
ally over time in the following way: in ea
h period t, it is either π > 0, as before, orzero. The latter 
ase 
aptures a situation where it is very important to pi
k the right poli
y:ine�
ient poli
y 
hoi
es never su

eed and, 
onsequently, the ele
torate always learns whenthe wrong poli
y was implemented. To �x ideas, we will refer to su
h a period as a 
risis.Let q be the probability of a normal period (with su

ess probability π) so a 
risis o

urswith probability 1 − q, independently of the state st ∈ {r, l}. Candidates learn πt at thebeginning of ea
h period, together with the state of the world. Voters do not observe πt.This implies that when observing a non-partisan (e�
ient) poli
y 
hoi
e, they 
annot besure whether this 
hoi
e was due to a 
risis situation or whether the 
andidate deviated fromhis or her partisan equilibrium behavior.23Turning to equilibria, observe �rst that the non-partisan equilibrium still exists sin
e devi-22Using data on foreign poli
y and defense roll-
all votes in the U.S. House and Senate, Meernik (1993)do
uments that the Vietnam War had a signi�
ant impa
t on bipartisan presidential support: whereassubstantial 
onsensus existed prior to the War, is has be
ome mu
h more infrequent afterwards.23The assumption that voters do not observe the su

ess probability at all is made to simplify matters.Our qualitative argument remains valid as long as there is some residual un
ertainty with regard to πt.18



ating to a partisan poli
y is even less attra
tive in a 
risis. As before, though, a partisanequilibrium where politi
ians a
t partisan in normal times and non-partisan whenever thereis a 
risis is also supported. In this equilibrium the ele
torate learns the state at the end ofany 
risis period whenever st 6= i. To see this, suppose the in
umbent 
hooses the nonparti-san poli
y at = st. Then voters learn that the non-partisan state o

urred, sin
e this poli
yis never played otherwise. If instead the in
umbent deviated and 
hoose his partisan poli
y
at = i instead, then it will surely fail - whi
h is again observed by the ele
torate. In both
ases, the ele
torate learns that the a 
risis o

urred and that the e
onomy was in a stateunfavorable to the in
umbent.Sin
e a 
risis doesn't persist by assumption, voters' beliefs over πt are the same ea
h period,and we 
an w.l.o.g. 
ondition the ele
tion probabilities 
ondition ex
lusively on the beliefover the state, as before. We 
on
entrate on symmetri
 equilibria and assume the 
andidatesa
t symmetri
ally whenever a 
risis o

urs. Thus, the ele
tion probabilities remain as inse
tion 3.2: voters ele
t the left-wing (right-wing) 
andidate for beliefs µt > 1/2 (µt < 1/2)and give both 
andidates equal 
han
es of winning for µt = 1/2. Now suppose the left-wing
andidate has been ele
ted in a 
risis period. Consider πt = 0 and st = r. A partisan poli
y
at = l will surely fail, leading to a 
urrent payo� of φ and next period's belief of µt+1 = 1−γ.A non-partisan 
hoi
e at = r on the other hand will be su

essful, yielding higher 
urrentpayo� of b + φ with the same next period's belief at µt+1 = 1 − γ. By a similar argument,
at = l must be optimal if πt = 0 and st = l. Therefore, any partisan equilibrium mustinvolve the e�
ient poli
y being implemented during a 
risis.Next, let V c(µt, st) denote the left-wing 
andidate's expe
ted dis
ounted value if state sto

urs, the ele
torate has belief µt and he follows the equilibrium strategy for the rest ofthe game. In 
ontrast to the base model, V c(µt, st) now also 
ontains the expe
tation withrespe
t to a possible 
risis. We 
an adapt the 
ondition (10) of the base model that supportspartisan behavior in any normal period,

βE [γV c(µt+1, l) + (1 − γ)V c(µt+1, r)] ≥ (1 − π)b (A2')where the value fun
tions are slightly modi�ed to a

ount for the additional un
ertaintyindu
ed by πt:
V c(µt, st) =

{

P (µt) {b + φ + β [γV c(µt+1, l) + (1 − γ)V c(µt+1, r)]} if st = l

P (µt){qπb + (1 − q)b + φ + qβπ [(1 − γ)V c(µt+1, l) + γV c(µt+1, r)]} if st = rIt is easy to show that V c(µt, st) = 0 for µt < 0.5 and V c(µt, st) ≡ V
c
(st) for µt > 0.5, asin the base model.Interestingly, the partisan equilibrium now exists more often. Like in the previous se
tion,a 
andidate is only willing to implement the partisan poli
y if this assures reele
tion in 
aseof su

ess; in parti
ular this must be true even if the ele
torate holds the worst possiblebeliefs, µt = 1 − γ. However, sin
e the partisan poli
y is less often implemented than inthe base model, observing a su

essful partisan poli
y 
ontains now more information and19



therefore raises the posterior belief more than before. Spe
i�
ally, (A1) be
omes
π <

(1 − γ)

γq
. (A1')Proposition 5. Under (A1') and (A2'), there exists an equilibrium in whi
h ele
ted o�
eholders a
t partisan in normal times and e�
ient in times of 
risis. In this equilibrium,politi
ians are re-ele
ted with probability one if their implemented poli
y was a su

ess andfa
e 
ertain defeat if it was a failure or they implemented the non-partisan poli
y.Note that (A2') is equivalent to (A2) from se
tion 3.2, and is expli
itly given by (12),

b

φ + b
≤

πβ (1 − β(2γ − 1))

(1 − π) (1 − γβ)
.whi
h is satis�ed whenever holding o�
e is important enough 
ompared to implementingpoli
ies su

essfully. To intuitively understand why (A2) remains un
hanged, assume forthe moment it is satis�ed with equality. Then, given the ele
toral voting rule (9), one 
anverify that (A2') also holds with equality. This means that the o�
e holder is indi�erentbetween implementing his ine�
ient partisan poli
y or the e�
ient one if πt = π. In this
ase, the value of being in o�
e in the non-partisan state and following the equilibriumstrategy equals that of implementing the e�
ient poli
y after observing πt = 0 (and notgetting reele
ted afterwards): V

c
(r) = φ + b. Sin
e the value in state r equals that of thebase model, and both the strategy and the payo� in state l remain as in se
tion 3.2, we mustalso have V (l) = V

c
(l).Now suppose that (A2) holds with stri
t inequality, whi
h renders holding o�
e more attra
-tive. By the pre
eding paragraph, both in the base model and in this se
tion, an in
umbentwould prefer to implement the partisan poli
y whenever πt = π. Sin
e in
umbents imple-ment the e�
ient poli
y if πt = 0, the possibility of a 
risis 
eteris paribus de
reases thevalue of o�
e holders in the partisan equilibrium whenever it exists, i.e. V

c
(l) ≤ V (l) and

V
c
(r) ≤ V (r).In summary, we �nd that the possibility of a 
risis renders the partisan equilibrium moreplausible. Intuitively, if the ele
torate is un
ertain about the prospe
ts of ine�
ient poli
ies,it expe
ts the 
andidates sometimes to implement the non-partisan poli
y. If voters observethat a politi
ian has abandoned his ideology, they know that he did so to avoid a 
ertainpoliti
al failure - as a result, they (
orre
tly) do not interpret this behavior as a sign ofhonesty and therefore do not draw inferen
es regarding the politi
ian's future strategy.Finally observe that the partisan equilibrium 
ontinuously 
onverges to the equilibrium inthe basi
 framework as q → 0, thereby justifying the o�-equilibrium beliefs of se
tion 3.2:upon observing the non-partisan poli
y being implemented, the ele
torate assumes that thein
umbent has been for
ed to abandon his ideology, simply be
ause the 
on�i
ting eviden
ewas too strong.
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5 Dis
ussion and Con
luding RemarksThis paper proposes a theory of ideology for publi
 leaders. We have shown that thereare 
ir
umstan
es under whi
h ele
ted o�
ials may adopt ideologi
ally opposed positions,resulting in ine�
ient partisan poli
ies even in areas that are generally per
eived to be non-partisan. In parti
ular, partisanship and polarization 
an emerge in equilibrium despitethe fa
t that voters and their representatives are in 
omplete agreement as to whi
h is theoptimal 
ourse of a
tion. The problem the parties fa
e 
an be viewed as an `ideology trap',whi
h emerges be
ause voters per
eive alternative poli
y measures to be ideologi
ally tinted,and expe
t 
andidates to remain `true to their ideology' whi
h itself is a so
ial per
eptiongrounded in observable 
hara
teristi
s (su
h as their gender, their party a�liation, or theirposition on a di�erent poli
y issue).The basi
 argument is simple: if voters expe
t politi
al 
andidates to a
t partisan on
e ino�
e, they have an in
entive to ele
t the a representative whose per
eived partisan poli
y(ideology) 
orresponds to what they think is in their best interest based on their 
urrentinformation. As we show, this may su�
e to indu
e 
andidates to a
tually a
t partisan in the�rst pla
e, thereby 
on�rming the expe
tations of the ele
torate. This is be
ause 
hoosingthe e�
ient (non-partisan) poli
y 
hoi
e 
onveys information about the state of the world,making it less likely that the in
umbent o�
e holder is re-ele
ted if he is expe
ted to a
tpartisan in the future. To improve his 
han
es of re-ele
tion, a su�
iently o�
e-motivatedin
umbent thus `jams' the voters' inferen
e problem by instead using the partisan poli
y,whi
h is less responsive to 
urrent 
ir
umstan
es. The result is politi
al failure in the sensethat the equilibrium partisan poli
y out
omes in are Pareto dominated. Thus, the model
an explain poli
y bias and divergen
e even on non-partisan issues from the fa
t that votersper
eive poli
ies to be ideologi
ally tinted and expe
t 
andidates to a
t partisan. Moreover,su
h partisan politi
s are also persistent in the sense that equilibrium poli
es are less volatileand less responsive to 
hanges in the underlying state than e�
ient poli
ies.Importantly, the inertia is not driven by a fear of appearing in
ompetent. Rather, in a par-tisan world, leaders are a relu
tant to admit that `times have 
hanged' be
ause new 
ir
um-stan
es will warrant a new poli
y and, therefore, new leaders in the eyes of the ele
torate.24Our model also should be 
ontrasted with the widely-used adverse sele
tion approa
h of rep-utation in repeated games, initially formalized by Kreps et al. (1982) and Kreps and Wilson(1982). In these models, small amounts of imperfe
t information regarding their payo� 
anindu
e players to attempt to build a reputation for being of a 
ertain type, as to triggermore favorable responses from others.25 Translated into our framework, this approa
h wouldassume that politi
ians 
an be of two unobservable (payo�) types, a �partisan� type and a24Using the US relations to Iraq as an example, take George W. Bush's relu
tan
e to admit that hisstrategy in Iraq failed. A

ording to our model, it is not the gain from appearing 
ompetent (or the lossfrom appearing in
ompetent) that 
auses the politi
al failure. Instead, admitting mistakes would implythat the Demo
rats' strategy to deal with the situation in Iraq was preferable, whi
h in turn implies that aDemo
rat 
ould do better when in o�
e.25In a re
ent appli
ation of this approa
h to a related question, Morris (2001) for example assumes thatpoliti
al advisers 
an be either good or bad. A priori, both types of adviser would like being per
eived asgood, whi
h may prompt them to keep their advi
e �politi
ally 
orre
t� (against better knowledge).21



�non-partisan� type, where the latter is stri
tly preferable to the ele
torate. In su
h a world,
andidates with partisan preferen
es would be tempted to implement an e�
ient poli
y soas to appear non-partisan. Obviously, one 
ould not possibly explain ideologi
ally tintedbehavior with this line of argument. In 
ontrast, there is no un
ertainty about the 
andi-dates' type in our model. Thus, implementing e�
ient poli
ies in the partisan equilibrium
annot serve as a signal for being an e�
ient type. Rather, the ele
torate is unsure aboutthe 
urrent state of the world, and an in
umbent who implements a non-partisan poli
y willat most signal that a 
ertain state prevails, whi
h in turn makes it desirable to out him frompower.26

26Re
all that the preferen
e ordering of the ele
torate over states, and 
onsequently its voting behavior,depends on the equilibrium strategy of the 
andidates.22



AppendixThe following lemma establishes that there is no `experimenting' in equilibriumLemma 1. Suppose the partisan equilibrium exists. Then the ele
torate's value fun
tion isunique and has the following propertiesi) The value fun
tion U(·) is axially symmetri
 around 0.5, i.e U(µt) = U(1 − µt) for
µt ∈ [1 − γ, γ].ii) The value fun
tion U(·)is stri
tly de
reasing in the belief for µt < 0.5 and stri
tlyin
reasing for µt > 0.5.iii) The ele
torate's optimal voting strategy is identi
al to that of a myopi
 ele
torate.Proof. Re
all that the value fun
tion for a representative voter along the equilibrium pathis

U(µt) =

{

(µt + (1 − µt)π)
(

b + βU(µL
t+1)

)

+ (1 − µt)(1 − π)βU(1 − γ) µt ≥ 0.5

(1 − µt + µtπ)
(

b + βU(µR
t+1)

)

+ µt(1 − π)βU(γ) µt < 0.5whi
h is equivalent to (where zt = 1 denotes su

ess of poli
y at)
U(µt) =

{

(µt + (1 − µt)π) b + EβU(µL
t+1) µt ≥ 0.5

(1 − µt + µπ) b + EβU(µR
t+1) µt < 0.5with

µR
t+1(at = r, µt) =

{

γ − (2γ − 1) 1−µt

1−µt+µtπ
≡ ϕR(µt) if poli
y at = r was a su

ess

γ if poli
y at = r was a failure.and
µL

t+1(at = r, µt) =

{

1 − γ + (2γ − 1) µt

µt+(1−µt)π
≡ ϕL(µt) if poli
y at = l was a su

ess

1 − γ if poli
y at = l was a failure.We prove Lemma 1 by use of the 
ontra
tion mapping theorem: De�ne the fun
tionaloperator T : U 7→ U that maps the spa
e of bounded 
ontinuous fun
tions U de�ned on
[1 − γ, γ] with range R

+into itself as follows:
(TU)(µt) =

{

(µt + (1 − µt)π)
(

b + βU(ϕL(µt)
)

+ (1 − µt)(1 − π)βU(1 − γ) µt ≥ 0.5

(1 − µt + µtπ)
(

b + βU(ϕR(µt)
)

+ µt(1 − π)βU(γ) µt < 0.5This operator satis�es Bla
kwells su�
ient 
onditions27 and is therefore a 
ontra
tion: Itsatis�es monotoni
ity be
ause U enters only linearly with positive 
oe�
ient. It satis�es27see e.g. Stokey Lu
as, Theorem 3.3) 23



dis
ounting be
ause T (U +a) = TU +βa as we have µt +(1−µt)π +(1−µt)(1−π) = 1 and
1 − µt + µtπ + µt(1 − π) = 1. As U together with the sup-Norm is a 
omplete metri
 spa
ethe 
ontra
tion mapping Theorem applies.28 Hen
e there exists a unique ele
torate's valuefun
tion U(·). We show the properties of the proposition by 
orollary 1 of the 
ontra
tionmapping theorem29:i) Suppose that U satis�es U(0.5 − x) = U(0.5 + x) for x ∈ [0, γ − 0.5]. Then be
ause
ϕL(0.5 + x) = 1 − ϕR(0.5 − x) also TU satis�es this property. As the set of bounded
ontinuous fun
tions with property i) is 
losed, the 
orollary applies.ii) Suppose that U satis�es U ′(µt) ≤0 for µt < 0.5 and U ′(µt) ≥0 for µt > 0.5. Then be
ause
µL

t+1is monotoni
 in
reasing in µtif zt = 1 and satis�es µL
t+1(0.5) = 0.5, (TU)′(·) > 0 for µt >

0.5. An analogous argument holds for µt < 0.5 . As the set of bounded 
ontinuous fun
tionswith property ii) holding weakly is 
losed, and the set of stri
tly monotoni
 fun
tions inthe mentioned intervals is a subset of the set of weakly monotoni
 fun
tions on the sameintervals, the 
orollary applies.iii) We �rst show that the value fun
tion U(·) has the following property: b+βU(µt)−βU(1−

γ) ≥ 0 ∀µt ∈ [1 − γ, γ], by 
orollary 1 of the 
ontra
tion mapping theorem. Therefore,suppose that the fun
tion U(·) satis�es that property. Then for µt > 0.5 we have:
TU(µt) = (µt + (1 − µt)π)

(

b + βU(µL
t+1|zt = 1)

)

+ (1 − µt)(1 − π)βU(1 − γ)

= (µt + (1 − µt)π)
(

b + βU(µL
t+1|zt = 1) − βU(1 − γ)

)

+ βU(1 − γ)Hen
e we have (using property i and ii):
b + βTU(µt) − βTU(1 − γ) = b + (µt + (1 − µt)π)

(

βU(ϕL(µt)) − βU(ϕL(1 − γ))
)

≥ b + (µt + (1 − µt)π)
(

βU(ϕL(µt)) − βU(1 − γ)
)

= (1 − µt)(1 − π)b + (µt + (1 − µt)π)
(

b + βU(ϕL(µt)) − βU(1 − γ)
)

> 0The same holds for µt < 0.5 by symmetry. As the set of bounded 
ontinuous fun
tions withthat property is 
losed, the 
orollary applies.Now we show that it is indeed optimal to vote for the left party if µt > 0.5. (an analogousargument holds for µt < 0.5 ). Deviating on
e and ele
ting the right party yields for µt > 0.5:
Û(µt) = (1 − µt + µtπ)

(

b + βU(ϕR(µt)
)

+ µt(1 − π)βU(γ).Hen
e:
U(µt) − Û(µt) = (2µ − 1)(1 − π)

(

b + βU(ϕL(µt)) − βU(γ)
)

+(1 − µt + µtπ)
(

βU(ϕL(µt)) − βU(ϕR(µt))
)

≥ (1 − µt + µtπ)
(

βU(ϕL(µt)) − βU(ϕR(µt)
)

≥ 0,where the last inequality follows from ϕL(µt)−0.5 > |0.5−ϕR(µt)| and property ii). To seethis, note that for ϕR(µt) > 0.5 this 
ondition is true as we always have ϕL(µt) > ϕR(µt).28see e.g. Stokey Lu
as, Theorem 3.2.29see Stokey Lu
as, p. 52. 24



Hen
e we only have to 
he
k if ϕL(µt) − 0.5 > 0.5 − ϕR(µt) when ϕR(µt) < 0.5 . Insertingthe formulas above we have:
1 − γ + (2γ − 1)

µt

µt + (1 − µt)π
− 0.5 > 0.5 −

[

γ − (2γ − 1)
1 − µt

1 − µt + µtπ

]

⇔ 1 − γ + (2γ − 1)
µt

µt + (1 − µt)π
> 1 − γ + (2γ − 1)

1 − µt

1 − µt + µtπ

⇔
µt

µt + (1 − µt)π
>

1 − µt

1 − µt + µtπ

⇔
1

1 + (1 − µt)πµ−1
t

>
1

1 + (1 − µt)−1πµtwhi
h is true for for µt > 0.5.Proof. [Proof of Proposition 3℄Part a) is trivial. To show part b), de�ne the random variable s̃t ∈ {m, n} whose tworealizations are `mat
h' s̃t = m when the 
orre
t poli
y is implemented in a given period(at = st)and `non-mat
h' n as the opposite event. In the partisan equilibrium, the transitionprobabilities between these states are:
T =

(

tmm tnm

tmn tnm

)

=

(

γ 1 − γ
(1 − π)γ + π(1 − γ) (1 − π)(1 − γ) + πγ

)where the element tij of the transition matrix T denotes the transition probability fromstate i to state j. Re
all that in the partisan equilibrium, a 
hange in the implementedpoli
y (i.e. at 6= at+1) only o

urs if the implemented poli
y in period t produ
ed a failure.This in turn 
an only o

ur if the implemented poli
y was wrong, i.e. a non-mat
h. Hen
ethe probability of an poli
y 
hange between period t and t + 1 is Pr(s̃t = n)(1 − π).Inthe e�
ient equilibrium a poli
y 
hange o

urs whenever the true state 
hanges i.e. withprobability 1−γ. By de�nition, the partisan equilibrium involves more persisten
e in a givenperiod t whenever the probability of a 
hange in poli
ies between period t and t + 1is lowerthan the probability of 
hange in the e�
ient equilibrium whi
h is 1 − γ. This 
ondition issatis�ed whenever:Pr(s̃t = n) (1 − π) ≤ 1 − γ .We pro
eed to show that for any initial belief and state, the long run probability of havinga non-mat
h is small enough to satisfy this 
ondition. The (generi
ally unique) station-ary stationary distribution 
orresponds to the eigenve
tor whi
h is asso
iated to the uniteigenve
tor of T ′ (a the Markov 
hain is asymptoti
ally stationary if tij > 0, ∀i, j). It is
f̄ ′ =

(

−2πγ+γ+π
1−2γπ+π

, 1−γ
1−2γπ+π

), where the �rst (se
ond) element denotes the stationary prob-ability that a mat
h (non-mat
h) o

urs. The probability that a non-mat
h o

urs is thus
limt→∞ Pr(s̃t = n) = 1−γ

1−2γπ+π
. Due to γ < 1, we have

(1 − π) lim
t→∞

Pr(s̃t = n) =
(1 − π) (1 − γ)

1 − 2γπ + π
< (1 − γ)whi
h 
ompletes the proof. 25



To show part 
), re
all that in the partisan equilibrium, an in
umbent is not re-ele
ted onlyin the event of a politi
al failure. From the proof of part b), this o

urs with probability
Pr(s̃t = n)(1 − π), whi
h is in the long run equal to

(1 − π) lim
t→∞

Pr(s̃t = n) =
(1 − π) (1 − γ)

1 − 2γπ + π
< (1 − γ) <

1

2where the last inequality follows from γ > 1
2 .Proof that Proposition 2 
arries over to smooth re-ele
tion probabilitiesLet P (µt) be an arbitrary (monotone) fun
tion that des
ribes the probability that the leftpoliti
ian is ele
ted.Proposition 6. The pure strategy pro�le in whi
h all politi
ians 
hoose the partisan poli
yregardless of the state is a Markov Perfe
t Equilibrium if the o�
e holding motive of thepoliti
ians is strong enough.Proof. The feasibility 
ondition for partisan equilibrium reads

(1 − π)b ≤ βEst+1,zt
[V (µt+1(µt, p, z̃t), ŝt+1) − V (1 − γ, ŝt+1)|ŝt] (13)First note that equation (5) de�nes a 
ontra
tion mapping with unique �xed point. As theperiod reward fun
tion P (µt)(b(at, st) + φ) is stri
tly in
reasing in µt, it is straightforwardto show that V (·, ·) must be at least weakly in
reasing in µi.Take the stationary partisan strategy x(·, p) = x(·, n) = p as given.Denote by V0(µt, st) thevalue of implementing on
e the non-partisan poli
y and reverting to the partisan strategythereafter.Expanding 
ondition 13 on
e yields:

V (µt, n) − V0(µt, n)

= (π − 1)b + βEst+1,zt
[(P (µt+1(µt, p, z̃t)) − P (1 − γ))

×
(

b(p, s̃t+1) + βEst+2,zt+1
[V (µt+2(µt+1, p, z̃t+1), ŝt+2) − V (µt+2(1 − γ, p, z̃t+1), ŝt+2)|ŝt+1]

)]

≥ −b (1 − π) + βπ ((P (µt+1(µt, p, z̃t)) − (1 − γ))) (φ + (γπ + 1 − γ) b)In the previous 
al
ulation, the inequality 
omes from the monotoni
ity of V (·, ·) in µi.Hen
e no deviation is indeed optimal whenever
βπ ((P (µt+1(µt, p, z̃t = 1)) − (1 − γ)))

(

φ

b
+ (γπ + 1 − γ)

)

≥ (1 − π) ∀µtAs P (·) is in
reasing in µt in the partisan equilibrium, a ne
essary and su�
ient 
onditionfor the previous 
ondition to hold is 26



βπ ((P (µt+1(1 − γ, p, z̃t = 1)) − (1 − γ)))

(

φ

b
+ (γπ + 1 − γ)

)

≥ (1 − π)This 
ondition is satis�ed whenever both (P (µt+1(1 − γ, p, z̃t)) − (1 − γ)) > 0 and φ
b
is highenough.Hen
e a one-shot deviation is never positive. As payo�s are 
ontinuous at in�nity, the onestage deviation prin
iple for in�nite-horizon games ensures existen
e of equilibrium.30Proof. [Proof of Proposition 4℄ Note �rst that, for all ǫ ∈ (0, 1), strategies and re-ele
tionprobabilities in the partisan equilibrium are un
hanged. Moreover, neither voters' nor o�
eholders' payo�s are a�e
ted. Thus, partisan behavior 
ontinues to be an equilibrium under(A1) and (A2).Turning to the most most e�
ient equilibrium (or ǫ-e�
ient equilibrium, indi
ated by thesupers
ript ǫE), re
all that voters' optimally vote based on their 
urrent period payo�s only,i.e., as if they were myopi
 (see Lemma 1). Hen
e for any ǫ > 0 the reele
tion probabilitiesare now

P ǫE(µ) =











1 if µ > 0.5

0.5 if µ = 0.5

0 elseand equal those of the partisan equilibrium. The evolution of beliefs in the non-partisanequilibrium is
µL

t+1(at, µt) =

{

1 − γ + (2γ − 1) µt

µt+(1−µt)ǫπ
≡ ϕL,ǫE(µt) if poli
y at = l was a su

ess

1 − γ if poli
y at = l was a failure or at = r
.We 
an de�ne the value for a left wing politi
ian in the ǫ-e�
ient equilibrium as follows:For µt < 0.5 we have V ǫE(µt) = 0 while for µt > 0.5 we have

V̄ ǫE(s) ≡

{

b + φ + β
[

γV̄ ǫE(l) + (1 − γ)V̄ ǫE(r)
] if s = l

(1 − ǫ)b + φ + ǫπ
[

b + β
(

γV̄ ǫE(r) + (1 − γ)V̄ ǫE(l)
)] if s = r,where we have used the fa
t that l-type in
umbents are not re-ele
ted following the e�
ient
hoi
e of at = r in state st = r.Now suppose that a partisan equilibrium exists. Then, generi
ally, (10) is satis�ed withstri
t inequality,

(1 − π)b < πβ[(1 − γ)V̄ P (l) + γV̄ P (r)], (14)where V̄ (l) > 0 and V̄ (r) > 0 [see the proof of Proposition 2℄. Be
ause the reele
tionprobabilities are the same as in the partisan equilibrium, this dire
tly implies that a repeated30Con
erning the one stage deviation prin
iple for in�nite-horizon games see Fudenberg / Tirole "GameTheory" p.108-110 27



deviation by playing at = l in states st = r guarantees an expe
ted payo� of V̄ P (s). We wantto show that whenever (14), then V̄ P (s) > V̄ ǫE(s), i.e. a repeated deviation is pro�table.We use the same 
ontra
tion argument as in Lemma (1) of the appendix: A

ording to thisreasoning, it su�
es to show that if V̄ P (s) > V̄ ǫE(s), s ∈ {l, r} then also
V̄ P (r) > (1 − ǫ)b + φ + ǫπ

[

b + β
(

γV̄ ǫE(r) + (1 − γ)V̄ ǫE(l)
)]

.To see that this inequality is indeed satis�ed, note that
φ + π

[

b + β
(

γV̄ P (r) + (1 − γ)V̄ P (l)
)]

> (1 − ǫ) (b + φ) + ǫ
[

φ + π
[

b + β
(

γV̄ P (r) + (1 − γ)V̄ P (l)
)]]

> (1 − ǫ) (b + φ) + ǫ
[

φ + π
[

b + β
(

γV̄ ǫE(r) + (1 − γ)V̄ ǫE(l)
)]]where the �rst inequality 
omes from (14) and the se
ond from the hypothesis V̄ P (s) >

V̄ ǫE(s).Next, we show that whenever the parameters b, φ, β, π are su
h that there is no partisanequilibrium, then an ǫ-e�
ient equilibrium exists. We prove this by showing the 
onverse,i.e. whenever there is no ǫ-e�
ient equilibrium, then there exists the partisan equilibrium.Whenever an ǫ-e�
ient equilibrium 
annot be enfor
ed, then by the one deviation prin
ipleand the fa
t that enfor
eability in state r implies enfor
eability in state l a single deviationfor µt > 0.5 and in state r must be pro�table:
(1 − π)b < π

[

b + β
(

γV̄ ǫE(r) + (1 − γ)V̄ ǫE(l)
)] (15)We have to show that (15) implies that the partisan equilibrium 
an be enfor
ed, i.e. that(14) holds (whi
h implies that the se
ond enfor
ement 
ondition for state l is also satis�ed).The same te
hnique as above yields that (15) implies V̄ P (s) > V̄ ǫE(s), s ∈ {l, r}. Thistogether with (15) yields (14).Proof. [Proof of Proposition 5℄Note that 
ondition (??) is equivalent to V

R
(r) ≥ b + φ where we use the same notationas in the base model, i.e. V

R
(st) ≡ V R(µt, st) for µt > 0.5. We have to show that this
ondition is satis�ed if assumption (A2) holds.At the same time, we show that assumption (A2) also implies V

R
(l) ≥ (1+β(1−γ))(b+φ)

1−γβ
.Applying a 
ontra
tion argument similar to the Lemma in the appendix, we have to showthat whenever V

R
(r) ≥ b+φ, V

R
(l) ≥ (1+β(1−γ))(b+φ)

1−γβ
and assumption (A2) holds, then thefollowing both inequalities are satis�ed:

b + φ + β
[

γV
R
(l) + (1 − γ)V

R
(r)

]

≥
(1 + β (1 − γ)) (b + φ)

1 − γβ

πb + φ + qβπ
[

(1 − γ)V
R
(l) + γV

R
(r)

]

+ (1 − q) (1 − π) b ≥ b + φ28



To see that the �rst inequality is true note that our hypothesis implies:
b + φ + β

[

γV
R
(l) + (1 − γ)V

R
(r)

]

≥ b + φ + β

[

γ
(1 + β (1 − γ)) (b + φ)

1 − γβ
+ (1 − γ) (b + φ)

]Furthermore, it 
an be dire
tly veri�ed that b+φ+β
[

γ (1+β(1−γ))(b+φ)
1−γβ

+ (1 − γ) (b + φ)
]

=

(1+β(1−γ))(b+φ)
1−γβ

so that we have shown that the �rst inequality is true.The se
ond inequality is equivalent to:
πb + φ + βπ

[

(1 − γ)V
R
(l) + γV

R
(r)

]

≥ b + φAgain, by our hypothesis, πb+φ+βπ
[

(1 − γ)V
R
(l) + γV

R
(r)

]

≥ πb+φ+βπ
[

(1 − γ) (1+β(1−γ))(b+φ)
1−γβ

+ γ (b + φ)
]Dire
t 
omputation shows that (A2) is equivalent to πβ

[

(1 − γ) (1+β(1−γ))(b+φ)
1−γβ

+ γ (b + φ)
]

≥

(1 − π) b. Putting both observations together 
on�rms the se
ond inequality.
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