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I. Introduction

Legislatures differ widely in their organization and procedures, yet they exhibit cer-
tain common features, such as institutional positions that exercise agenda-setting
powers (Cox, 2006). As a general rule, legislators with agenda-setting authority can
ostensibly use this power to facilitate the adoption of policies that favor them at
the expense of a legislative majority. This raises the question posed by Gilligan and
Krehbiel (1987: 288): “Why and under what conditions would a majority commit
to a process that appears to limit its influence on legislative policy?” In the case that
they consider, Gilligan and Krehbiel argue that endowing committees with the abil-
ity to make proposals that cannot be amended when they are considered by the full
chamber can be in the interest of the legislative majority if this procedure results in
more informed decision-making.

Informational considerations also play a prominent role in other situations in
which legislators delegate some of their decision-making authority. For example, in
the literature on formal models of bureaucracy surveyed by Gaillmard and Patty
(2012), a central concern has been whether it is in the interest of legislators to dele-
gate some discretionary policy-making authority to a bureaucracy because of its
specialized expertise. A further example is provided by the model of party factions
developed by Dewan and Squintani (2015), in which a legislator relinquishes some
of his independence to a faction leader to whom other legislators are willing to
share information that results in a more-informed party platform.

In contrast to analyses of legislative delegation based on informational consid-
erations, we investigate the role of legislative rules in facilitating delegation to a
party leader in a distributive politics setting. More precisely, we consider a majority
group of legislators who are not organized as a formal party, but exhibit some par-
tisan affinities, and we examine a related question to the one posed by Gilligan and
Krehbiel: are there circumstances under which a group of similarly minded inde-
pendent legislators who have equal proposal rights would willingly have themselves
recognized as a party, giving up their agenda-setting rights to a party leader who is
accorded special proposal rights, who then employs that authority to pursue his
policy interests, possibly at the expense of some of his copartisans’ interests? We
consider delegation only with respect to proposal rights; a legislator in our model
retains his voting rights over policy proposals even if he delegates his agenda-setting
rights. In particular, the party leader has no mechanisms at his disposal to enforce
party discipline at the voting stage. We assume that a party leader’s proposal rights
are fixed by a constitution or by convention and cannot be modified (at least not
during the current legislative session). The benchmark from which the benefits of
partisan delegation are assessed corresponds to what Cox (2006) calls a “legislative
state of nature.”

We address our question using a simple model in which three legislators, two of
whom are copartisans, engage in bargaining over particularistic goods, which we
formalize as bargaining over the division of a dollar, as in Baron and Ferejohn
(1989).! In the Baron—Ferejohn model, legislators only care about their own shares
and, hence, there is no formal role for partisanship. Following Calvert and Dietz
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(2005) and Choate et al. (2019), we model partisanship by assuming that a legisla-
tor values a distribution of shares by adding a fixed fraction of his copartisan’s
share of the dollar (if he has a copartisan) to his own share. These other-regarding
preferences provide a parsimonious way of modeling partisan affinity when there
are no ideological differences between legislators, as is the case when the issue
being considered is purely distributive. This preference externality could arise, for
example, because when partisans share similar interests, they are willing to coop-
erate in enacting legislation, which enhances their chances of being re-elected (see,
for example, Lee, 2016).

We have characterized the equilibrium in the partisan legislative bargaining
game with equal recognition probabilities in Choate et al. (2019). Here, we charac-
terize the bargaining equilibrium that ensues when the two partisans form a party
with one of them delegating his proposal rights to his party leader. Using these
two characterizations, we identify the conditions under which a partisan strictly
prefers to delegate his proposal rights to his copartisan rather than retaining them
by remaining as an independent legislator. The rules of the legislature determine
what the recognition probabilities are if there is a majority party. In order to make
our analysis applicable to different institutional arrangements, we only assume that
a majority party leader has at least a 50% chance of being recognized. We show
that with our model of Baron—Ferejohn bargaining with partisan affiliations, a
partisan is willing to endow a party leader with his own proposal-making authority
only if (i) the recognition probability of the leader of the majority party is larger
than the probability that one of the two partisans is recognized if they serve as
independent legislators with no delegation of proposal rights, (ii) the value of parti-
san affiliation to an individual legislator is sufficiently high, and (iii) the legislators
are sufficiently impatient. Moreover, because the leader’s equilibrium proposal is
identical to what either partisan would propose in equilibrium if he engaged in
independent agenda setting without any de facto leader, a preference for delegation
is due to the resulting larger recognition probability accorded to the majority party
leader.

Our model is designed to shed light on when politically aligned legislators will
delegate proposal rights so as to take advantage of the special rights accorded by
legislative rules to majority party leaders in the simplest setting possible.
Proponents of “strong party” theories of lawmaking suggest that parties control
the legislative agenda (e.g., Cox and McCubbins, 2005; Diermeier and Vlaicu,
2011) and/or have the power to make selective use of carrots and sticks in order to
induce their members to support the party’s policy goals (e.g., Aldrich and Rohde,
2001, 2017; Jenkins and Monroe, 2012; Minozzi and Volden, 2013). On the other
hand, proponents of “majoritarian” theories of lawmaking note that in the United
States Congress (and the US House in particular), nearly all aspects of policy-
making and legislative organization are subject to the approval of a simple legisla-
tive majority. Because we take the prerogatives of a majority party leader as given,
our analysis does not offer an answer to the question of why parties exist in the
first place or to why they have various procedural privileges. Nor do we address
the question of why a majority party would be empowered with legislative tools
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that would facilitate outcomes that are inconsistent with the wishes of the legisla-
tive majority (Krehbiel, 1999).

Rather, our model is meant to formalize a phenomenon observed in the US
Congress and other American legislatures that scholars such as Frances Lee (e.g.,
2009, 2016) have argued has become pervasive in recent years. Namely, legislators
are increasingly loyal to their parties not for ideological reasons or policy agree-
ments, per se, but rather because they view themselves as part of a team and they
want their team to win (electorally and legislatively) over the other party. Indeed,
Lee (2009: 3) argues that in the contemporary Congress, “parties hold together and
battle with one another because of powerful competing political interests, not just
because of members’ ideals or ideological preferences” (emphasis in the original).
To the extent that legislators derive positive utility from their parties and coparti-
sans winning at the expense of the other party, our modeling of partisan affiliation
in terms of other-regarding preferences is a parsimonious and substantively appro-
priate way to represent these preferences.

Our results provide support for a fundamental claim of Lee and others that legis-
lators’ preferences for the success of their party will prompt “members to routinely
back up their own party leadership’s efforts to exert control over the floor agenda”
(Lee, 2009: 3) despite the fact that such centralization of authority might greatly
inhibit legislators’ access to the agenda or potentially lead to the chamber passing
legislation that is counter to the policy preferences of a substantial number of mem-
bers of the majority party (Krehbiel, 1999).

Our results also provide some support for a key feature of John Aldrich and
David Rohde’s theory of conditional party government (Aldrich and Rohde, 2001).
Specifically, we argue that the powers delegated to the party leadership are posi-
tively correlated with the degree to which the majority party members share com-
mon interests as measured by the strength of partisan affiliation.

Finally, our analysis also sheds light on Keith Krehbiel’s First Congressional
Parties Paradox (Krehbiel, 1999), which states that parties are strong when they
are superfluous. We argue that in the circumstances that we consider, Krehbiel’s
thesis does not apply unconditionally but only in a more limited sense.

2. Related literature

From a theoretical standpoint, our model builds most directly on the small litera-
ture on legislative bargaining with other-regarding preferences. For the special case
when legislators are infinitely patient (i.e., they all have a common discount factor
6 equal to 1), Calvert and Dietz (2005) developed a three-legislator model of major-
itarian bargaining over a dollar in which two of the legislators are partisans, each
of whom has preferences defined over his own share and the share of his copartisan.
In Choate et al. (2019), we characterized the bargaining equilibrium in this model
for the more general case in which 6 € [0, 1], and we determined the extent to which
bipartisan coalitions may, or may not, obtain in these environments. Montero
(2007, 2008) analyzed a different bargaining environment, wherein legislators have
preferences that exhibit inequity aversion. While this form of other-regardingness is
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of considerable interest in its own right, it is not a natural way to model the value
of party affiliation among legislators, which is our focus. As is the case in the cur-
rent model, Copi¢ (2016) analyzed a Baron—Ferejohn bargaining game in which
players have non-equal recognition probabilities. None of these models, however,
allow for the delegation of proposal rights.

Several models of legislative bargaining have been used to analyze the endogen-
ous determination of recognition probabilities. McKelvey and Riezman (1992,
1993), Muthoo and Shepsle (2014), Eguia and Shepsle (2015), and Jeon (2015) all
considered repeated versions of a divide-the-dollar game in which the recognition
probabilities evolve over time. In the case of McKelvey and Riezman (1992, 1993),
Muthoo and Shepsle (2014), and Eguia and Shepsle (2015), legislators agree to
implement a seniority system whose recognition probabilities depend on relative
seniority. In the case of Jeon (2015), a legislator’s recognition probability is an
increasing function of his previous period’s share of the dollar. Diermeier and
Feddersen (1998), Diermeier et al. (2015, 2017, 2020), and Diermeier and Vlaicu
(2011) all considered a variety of legislative bargaining models: distributional and
spatial; repeated and one-shot. These models share the feature that there is an
organizational stage in which all of the legislators vote on who is to be accorded
proposal rights; whether these rights are revocable depends on the model being
considered. When, as in Diermeier et al. (2017, 2020), policy preferences are not
known at the procedural decision stage and the legislators are risk averse, in equili-
brium, procedural rights are concentrated in the hands of one or two of the major-
ity party legislators so as to minimize policy choice volatility. In our model,
legislators are not risk averse, and there is no uncertainty about their preferences.
Diermeier et al. (2020) and Diermeier and Vlaicu (2011) show how preference simi-
larity in a spatial model can bias the outcome away from the median ideal point of
the legislature towards the median ideal point of the majority party because of the
desire of legislators to choose recognition probabilities that attenuate policy uncer-
tainty. In our model, the distribution of shares is not one-dimensional, so there is
no natural median alternative.?

3. The model

Our model of legislative bargaining with partisanship builds on those of Calvert
and Dietz (2005) and Choate et al. (2019). There are three legislators who must
decide on a distribution x = (x1,x;,x3) of a dollar among themselves, where x; =0
fori=1,2,3 and Z?: 1 xi = 1. Legislators 1 and 2 are partisans. In the period in
which agreement on the distribution x is reached, the legislators’ utilities are

Ulx) = x; + ax,, (1)
U*(x) = xp + axi, (2)
and

U(x) = x3, (3)
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where « € [0, 1). Thus, in addition to his own share, a partisan cares for his coparti-
san’s share, but with a weight less than 1. The parameter « can be interpreted as the
strength of partisan affiliation. Baron and Ferejohn (1989) implicitly supposed that
a = 0, so each legislator only cares about his own share. Legislators discount future
payoffs using a common discount factor of § € [0, 1). Because § < 1, the legislators
prefer to receive their shares sooner rather than later.*

Bargaining is modeled as an infinite-horizon non-cooperative game. In each
stage of this game, a legislator is recognized to make a proposal for dividing the
dollar. The legislature uses a closed rule, so that the proposed distribution is voted
on without amendment against the status quo. The bargaining ends if a majority
votes in favor of a proposal, with the dollar distributed accordingly. If a proposal
is defeated, after a one-period delay, the stage game is repeated. A strategy for a
legislator who has any proposal rights has two components. In each period, his pro-
posal strategy specifies the proposed distribution should he be recognized, whereas
his voting strategy indicates which distributions he would vote for. If a legislator
does not have any proposal rights, he only has a voting strategy. Because voting
over distributions is by majority rule, a proposer will only offer shares of the dollar
to himself and one other legislator. As in Baron and Ferejohn (1989), attention is
restricted to stationary strategies in which the proposal and voting strategies are
time invariant. Thus, decisions are not contingent on past history.

We consider two legislative bargaining games. In the partisan legislative bargain-
ing game with equal recognition probabilities, each legislator is recognized to make a
proposal with probability 1/3. This is the no delegation case. In the partisan legisla-
tive bargaining game with delegation, the partisan party leader is recognized to make
a proposal with probability 7, his copartisan is recognized with probability 0, and
the non-partisan is recognized with probability 1 — 7r. Voting rights are not dele-
gated. In the absence of delegation, a proposal is made by a partisan with probabil-
ity 2/3. The legislative rules may specify a recognition probability for a majority
party leader different from this value. In order for our analysis to apply to a broad
range of legislative arrangements, we assume that o € [1/2, 1] rather than specify-
ing a particular value for it. Requiring 7 to be at least 1/2 serves two purposes: (i)
it excludes the implausible case in which a majority party has weaker proposal
rights than its opposition and (ii) it allows us to set aside the more complicated
equilibria that can arise in such cases.

4. The bargaining equilibria

We first consider the legislative bargaining game with delegation. Without loss of
generality, we suppose that it is legislator 2 who delegates his proposal rights, but
not his voting rights, to legislator 1. Proposition 1 characterizes the stationary sub-
game perfect equilibrium of the legislative bargaining game with delegation. In a
stationary subgame perfect equilibrium, (i) each legislator uses a stationary strategy
and (ii) the profile of the three legislators’ strategies is a Nash equilibrium when
restricted to any subgame.
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Proposition 1. For any 6 € [0, 1), if legislator 2 delegates his proposal rights to legis-
lator 1 who is recognized as the proposer in any period with probability m € [1/2,1],
a set of strategies is a stationary subgame perfect equilibrium if and only if:

(@) When legislator 1 is the proposer, he offers 0 to his copartisan, 0 to the non-
partisan, and proposes for himself to receive 1.
(b) When the non-partisan is the proposer, he offers 0 to legislator 1,
[dma]/[l — (1 — m)d] to legislator 2, and proposes for himself to receive
1 —{[gmal/[1 — (1 —m)5]}.
(c) For either proposer:
(1) legislator 1 votes for any distribution in which he receives utility at least
o[m + (1 — ma{[dma]/[1 — (1 — m)5]}];
(1) legislator 2 votes for any distribution in which he receives utility at least
Bra]/[1 — (1 — m)3];
(iii)  the non-partisan votes for any distribution in which he receives utility
at least 8(1 — m)(1 — {[6ma]/[1 — (1 — m)8]}).
Each of the distributions proposed receives the support of the proposer and legislator
2, and so has the support of a majority.

If = =1, legislators 2 and 3 are never recognized to make a proposal. In this
case, part (b) does not apply and part (c) is only relevant for voting over a proposal
made by legislator 1.

The values in Proposition 1(c) that specify what each legislator must be
offered for his support are their discounted continuation values. If legislator 1 has
complete proposal power (7 = 1), then, as expected, legislator 3’s continuation
value is 0. In the proof of this proposition, we show that when 7 # 1, legislator 1
must be offered more for his support by legislator 3 than legislator 2 except when
6 = 0, in which case they both will accept a zero share. Intuitively, this is the case
because the party leader has proposal power and his copartisan does not.
Consequently, when the non-partisan is recognized, he can keep more for himself
by making an offer to legislator 2 rather than to legislator 1, and the amount he
offers is the minimum amount needed to ensure that the proposal is accepted,
thereby ending the bargaining. In contrast, when the majority party leader is recog-
nized, he proposes that the entire dollar be allocated to himself. This proposal is
supported by his copartisan in spite of him not receiving any of the dollar because
of the positive externalities that he obtains from his party leader acquiring all of
the dollar.

When there is no delegation and recognition probabilities are equal, as in
Choate et al. (2019), we suppose that the proposal strategies respect the symmetries
in the situations of the two partisans, so the strategies are partisan symmetric. In
the case of the non-partisan legislator 3, partisan symmetry requires that, if recog-
nized, he offers the same share to each of the partisans with equal probability.
Partisan symmetry also requires that if a partisan is recognized, his proposal is the
same as what the other partisan would make mutatis mutandis had he been
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recognized. Our equilibrium concept in this case is partisan symmetric stationary
subgame perfect equilibrium. In a partisan symmetric stationary subgame perfect
equilibrium, the equilibrium is a stationary subgame perfect equilibrium with parti-
san symmetric strategies.’

We provided a complete characterization of the equilibrium without delegation
in Choate et al. (2019). We restate the core result here so as to facilitate comparison
with Proposition 1. The qualitative features of the equilibrium to the legislative bar-
gaining game with equal recognition probabilities depend on the value of the dis-
count factor 6 relative to two a-dependent threshold values of 6 given by

6a

A (PR @

and

—3a —a? + V24a + 33a? + 6a3 + ot

B(ar) = 2(1 + a)

(5)

As we showed in Choate et al. (2019), both §(a) and &(a) are increasing in a.
Moreover, except when « = 0, these thresholds differ, with 0 < 8(a) < 8(a) < 1.

Proposition 2. (Choate et al., 2019, Proposition 1). 4 set of strategies is a partisan
symmetric stationary subgame perfect equilibrium when there is no delegation and
recognition probabilities are equal if and only if:

(@) Foranyd € [8(a), 1]:

(1) when a partisan is the proposer,

i. with probability p = [6a — Tad — a?8 + 8% + a8%]/[28(8 + ad — 2a)], he
offers [—2a + ad + 8]/[(3 + a)(1 — a)] to his copartisan, 0 to
the non-partisan, and proposes for himself to receive
B—a?—-86—-ad)/[3+ a)l —a);

ii. with probability 1 — p, he offers [-2a + @b + 8]/[3 + «] to the non-
partisan, 0 to his copartisan, and proposes for himself to receive
(1 + )3 —8)/[3 + al;

(i) when the non-partisan is the proposer, with equal probability, he offers
[(1 + a)(a + 8)]/[3 + a] to one of the partisans and 0 to the other and pro-
poses for himself to receive [3 — a® — § — ad]/[3 + al.

Regardless of who is the proposer, the non-partisan votes for any distribution in

which he receives at least [-2a + ad + 8]/[3 + «| and either partisan votes for

any distribution that offers him utility at least [(1 + a)(a + 8)]/[3 + a.

(b) For any 8 € [5(a),8(a)), when a partisan is the proposer, with probability 1, he
offers 26 + 3ad + a?8 — 6a]/[(6 — & — ad)(1 — @)] to his copartisan, 0 to the
non-partisan, —and proposes for himself to receive [6— 38 — 3ad]/
[(6—6—ad)(1 — ).

(c) For any 8 € [0,8(x)), when a partisan is the proposer, with probability 1, he
offers 0 to both of the other legislators and proposes for himself to receive 1.
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(d) Forany é € [O, S(a)), when the non-partisan is the proposer, with equal prob-
ability, he offers [26(1 + a)]/[6 — & — ad| to one of the partisans and 0 to the
other, and proposes for himself to receive [3(2 — & — ad)]/[6 — 6 — ad].

(e) In(b), (¢), and (d), regardless of who is the proposer, the non-partisan votes
for any distribution in which he receives at least [6(2 — 8 — a)]/[6 — 6 — ad]
and either partisan votes for any distribution that offers him utility at least
[26(1 + a)]/[6 — 6 — @d].

Each of the distributions proposed receives the support of a majority.

The features of a partisan’s equilibrium strategy that are relevant for determin-
ing whether the delegation of his proposal rights is beneficial for him are the fol-
lowing. For 8 € [0,58(a)), a partisan proposes to keep all of the dollar for himself
when recognized. For 6 € [ﬁ(a),S(a)), a partisan proposer also offers the non-
partisan nothing, but offers his copartisan a positive share. For § € [§(a), 1), a par-
tisan proposer offers a positive share to one of the other legislators, with the recipi-
ent determined probabilistically. In all three regions, a non-partisan proposer
chooses one of the other legislators probabilistically and offers him a share. All
proposals receive majority support.

5. When is delegation preferred?

We now turn to our main question: are there conditions under which the two parti-
sans would prefer to be formally recognized as a party with their proposal rights
delegated to whomever of them is designated as the party leader so as to take
advantage of the special proposal rights accorded to this office rather than retain-
ing their proposal rights as independent legislators? Delegation is only preferred if
the partisan who considers delegating is better off in the equilibrium characterized
in Proposition 1 than he is in the equilibrium characterized in Proposition 2. The
copartisan of the majority party leader receives nothing if he delegates his proposal
rights and his leader is recognized. If he does not delegate, then he keeps some or
all of the dollar if recognized and, for some parameter values, a positive amount if
the other partisan is recognized. In light of these observations, one might naturally
suspect that there are no circumstances in which a partisan benefits from delegating
his proposal rights. In contrast to this intuition, however, we show that there are.
In both of the partisan legislative bargaining games being considered, the stage
game is the same in every period and the equilibrium is in stationary strategies.
Therefore, in both games, any legislator’s expected utility is his undiscounted conti-
nuation value.® In the game without delegation, the two partisans have the same
proposal rights and, hence, have the same continuation value. As we have seen,
legislator 1’s continuation value exceeds (respectively, is equal to) that of legislator
2 in the delegation game when & > 0 (respectively, 6 = 0), so to determine whether
both partisans prefer delegating their proposal rights to the party leader rather
than retaining these rights themselves, we only need to determine whether legislator
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2 does. In Proposition 3, we characterize the parameter restrictions for delegation
to be beneficial for the two partisans.

Proposition 3. The partisan legislators both prefer the expected equilibrium outcome
of the partisan legislative bargaining game with delegation to the expected equili-
brium outcome of the partisan legislative bargaining game with equal recognition
probabilities if and only if

2
1
@ 3m—1 %
and
5 2[37m — Da — 1] (8)

(1 +a)m2+a)—2]

Thus, there are conditions such that a partisan prefers to delegate his proposal-
making authority to his copartisan. However, for this to be the case, it must be
true that (i) the probability 7 that the majority party leader is recognized is strictly
greater than the probability that a partisan is recognized when there is no delega-
tion, (i) the value of partisan affiliation («) has to be sufficiently large for each
partisan legislator, and (iii) legislators need to be sufficiently impatient (i.e., 6 must
be sufficiently small). In particular, in order for a partisan to be willing to delegate
his proposal rights, it is necessary that « > 1/2 and 6 < 8(«). The first inequality
follows from (6) and (7). The necessity of the second inequality is established in the
proof of Proposition 3.

Hence, for a partisan to prefer to give up his proposal-making authority, it must
be the case that, by delegating, the probability that a partisan is recognized
increases. As stated in Proposition 2, when § < 8(«) and legislator 2 keeps his pro-
posal rights, he receives nothing if legislator 1 is recognized, which is what he
receives for the same value of & if he delegates his proposal rights to legislator 1
and the latter is recognized. However, if he keeps his proposal rights and is recog-
nized, he will obtain all of the dollar. Moreover, delegation is only preferable if it
reduces the probability that the non-partisan is recognized, which makes it less
likely that legislator 2 will receive any share of the dollar from a non-partisan pro-
posal. These observations suggest that legislator 2 would only prefer to have the
party leader propose on his behalf and keep the entire dollar if recognized if the
value of partisan affiliation is sufficiently large so that which of the partisans gets
the dollar is less important than that it is allocated to one of them. However, in
order for this to be the case, legislators must be sufficiently impatient. With greater
impatience, legislator 2 is willing to give up a larger share of the dollar in order to
secure policy agreement in the current period. When é exceeds the bound in (8), his
willingness to sacrifice the share that he could obtain if recognized when there are
equal recognition probabilities is not sufficient to make delegation worthwhile.
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In Proposition 3, the bound on « in (7) depends on 7 and the bound on & in (8)
depends on both « and 7r. Further insight into a partisan’s decision about whether
to delegate may therefore be obtained by considering how these bounds vary in
response to changes in these parameters.

Proposition 4. The lower bound on « in (7) is decreasing in 7 and the upper bound
on & in (8) is increasing in both o and r.

The more likely that a majority party leader is recognized, the less likely that
the non-partisan is, which makes it less likely that legislator 2 benefits from a non-
partisan proposal. Consequently, he does not need to value his copartisan’s share
as much, or be so willing to sacrifice future benefits, in order to prefer delegation.
Nor does he need to be as impatient if he values his copartisan’s share more.
Indeed, because the bound on § approaches 1 as @ and 7r both increase in value, if
the value that a partisan places on his copartisan’s share and the probability that a
majority party leader is recognized are both close to 1, then he prefers to delegate
his proposal rights unless he values future benefits almost as much as current ones.

6. Delegating policy-making authority to party
leaders in Congress

Our results speak to several of the most prominent scholarly perspectives regarding
the role and likely effect of parties and party leaders in the US Congress. For
example, in articulating their theory of conditional party government, Aldrich and
Rohde (2001, 2017) have argued that “[p]arty members will want to give more
power to the party leadership when there is greater consensus in the party about
what to do with those powers and when it is more important that the leadership
have the tools to achieve those goals” (Aldrich and Rohde, 2017: 34). We provide
some support for this thesis with our finding that delegation of proposal rights is
only in a partisan legislator’s interest if his preferences are sufficiently similar to his
party leader as measured by the degree of partisan affiliation «. Furthermore, he
only wants to delegate proposal rights when the likely impact of the majority party
leader having proposal rights is sufficiently large as measured by the proposal rec-
ognition probability 7 accorded to this position.”

Our analysis also contributes to the debate about the rationale for the existence
of a “strong” legislative party in a majoritarian legislature when legislators put
aside their own interests in favor of party cohesion. Conventional wisdom on this
issue is provided by Krehbiel’s First Congressional Parties Paradox, which says
that “[pJarties are said to be strong exactly when, viewed through a simple spatial
model, they are superfluous” (Krehbiel, 1999: 35). In our distributive politics
model, a strong party emerges (i.e., there is delegation) if the legislative rules endow
a majority party leader with a proposal recognition probability that is larger than
the probability that one of the two partisans is recognized if they act independently,
provided that the degree of partisan affiliation is sufficiently strong and legislators
are sufficiently impatient. Thus, there are circumstances in which a strong party is
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not superfluous. Nevertheless, conditional on one of the partisans being recognized
to make a proposal, a party is superfluous. The creation of a party with the special
proposal rights accorded to its leader is only in the interest of both partisans if they
already have such strong bonds between themselves that either of them would con-
sent to his copartisan obtaining the entire dollar. Indeed, even if the majority party
could acquire all of the proposal rights (i.e., = = 1), a partisan would not want to
delegate proposal authority to a party leader unless « exceeds 1/2. If partisan
affiliation is strong, the distribution of a given share of the dollar between the parti-
sans is of secondary importance to the probability that one of the partisans is
recognized to make a proposal. For this reason, a necessary, but not sufficient,
condition for delegation to be in the interest of the partisans is that their degree of
partisan affiliation « is so large that a partisan proposer can secure all of the dollar
whether or not there is delegation. Thus, a party is essentially “superfluous” for the
partisans to achieve their ends conditional on one of them being recognized to make
a proposal, but only in that limited sense.

Finally, our results also speak to Lee’s recent scholarship (e.g., Lee, 2016) on the
effect of party competition and the prevalence of “insecure majorities” on congres-
sional policy making. According to Lee, competition for the control of Congress
increased in intensity beginning in the 1980s as Republicans began to appreciate
that they might not be a permanent minority and Democrats realized that their
chamber majorities were not invulnerable. As a result of particular electoral shocks
(e.g., the 1980 congressional elections in which Republicans took control of the
Senate), rank-and-file party members began to put greater weight on the value of
their party winning legislatively (not just electorally), independent of the ideological
content of the bills that were passed (or not passed) by the chamber. This increased
emphasis on the value of party and party victory corresponded with an increased
willingness among rank-and-file partisans to allow their leaders to centralize
authority over the legislative agenda, thereby contributing to the current legislative
environment in which leaders exert substantial control over the policy-making pro-
cess, with bipartisanship actively discouraged.

A pervasive theme in Lee’s account is how the increase in the perceived value of
party affiliation corresponded with a rapid decrease in the scope of patience among
legislators who were newly elected to the Congress throughout the 1980s and 1990s.
Rather than being willing to work across multiple Congresses to achieve policy
goals that might be elusive in a given Congress (owing to the complexity of the poli-
cies being considered), these more recently elected legislators focused most of their
attention on the next election. As a consequence, they wanted outcomes to be rea-
lized as soon as possible, especially if those outcomes would be interpreted as a
“win” for their party. Taken together, these observed trends comport well with the
results of our model, which suggest that partisans are more likely to prefer delega-
tion to party leaders the more that they value party affiliation and the more impati-
ent they are (see Propositions 3 and 4).

Our results likewise also point to how the campaign-induced dynamics in legisla-
tive politics described by Lee might ultimately be changed. If the relative value of a
party brand name were to decline and/or legislators’ time horizons were to change



Choate et al. 301

so that they were generally more patient in advancing their legislative priorities,
our results suggest that partisans would be less willing to delegate agenda-setting
authority to their leaders, which would have the effect of contributing to a more
bipartisan legislative environment.® In the context of the historical trends presented
by Lee, one might suspect that these changes would ensue if one party were to
become increasingly dominant over the other across successive elections, thereby
giving rank-and-file legislators more scope to focus on the lawmaking process
rather than on the next election.

7. Conclusion

Scholarly debates about the role of parties in legislatures have often revolved
around the fundamental question of when one would expect legislators to empower
a party leader to act on their behalf, even if this power could be used in a way that
is counter to their direct interests. We have addressed this question using an exten-
sion of the well-studied Baron—Ferejohn model of bargaining over particularistic
goods in a majoritarian legislature composed of three legislators who have equal
proposal and voting rights in the absence of delegation, two of whom have parti-
san ties, as in Calvert and Dietz (2005) and Choate et al. (2019). In this distributive
politics context, we have shown that complete delegation of proposal rights to a
copartisan is sometimes in the interests of the two partisans and have characterized
the conditions under which this is the case.

In order to focus on the effect that the special proposal rights conferred on a
majority party leader has on the incentives for the delegation of these rights by the
individual legislators, we have abstracted from many other important features of
legislative bargaining. In future research, it would be of interest to extend our
model in order to consider some of them. We conclude by pointing to some of
these extensions.

First, risk aversion plays a prominent role in the literature on the endogenous
choice of proposal rights (e.g., Diermeier et al., 2017, 2020). In our model, delega-
tion reduces the uncertainty over who will be the proposer compared to our bench-
mark case of equal recognition probabilities. However, because the partisans trade
off their shares at a constant rate, this insurance benefit has no value. Risk aver-
sion could be introduced by assuming that this trade-off is non-linear. We conjec-
ture that risk aversion would make delegation a more attractive option. Relatedly,
the legislators’ other-regarding preferences could be modeled as expressing inequity
aversion, as in Montero (2007), rather than capturing the strength of partisanship,
as is the case here.

Second, we have assumed that a closed rule is used, so no amendments are
entertained. With an open rule, the incentives to delegate may be affected. For
example, suppose that a partisan legislator delegates the right to make proposals
to his copartisan, but retains the right to make an amendment. Compared with a
closed rule, this right increases his bargaining power. As a consequence, in order to
induce him to delegate, his copartisan may need to offer him some of the dollar,
thereby making it more likely that he delegates.
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Third, we have considered bargaining over the distribution of a particularistic
good. In practice, the alternatives considered by legislators exhibit a mix of ideolo-
gical and distributional concerns. For example, there could be a spatial issue for
which partisans have similar preferences and a distributional issue in which they do
not (e.g., Jackson and Moselle, 2002). Such a way of modeling alternatives and pre-
ferences allows for preference similarity on the part of the partisans without neces-
sarily invoking other-regarding preferences.

Fourth, we have identified circumstances in which it is in the interest of one of
the partisans to delegate proposal rights to his copartisan. However, because the
two partisans are identical, we are unable to say who will be the party leader or,
with more partisans, who will be the party leadership. A natural way of determin-
ing the party leadership is to employ some form of a seniority system. This suggests
that it would be worthwhile to consider a repeated game version of our model in
which seniority can play a substantive role, as it does in the legislative bargaining
models of McKelvey and Riezman (1992, 1993), Muthoo and Shepsle (2014), and
Eguia and Shepsle (2015).

Regardless of which of these model variations are considered, we expect that it
remains the case that there are circumstances in which a partisan legislator would
willingly delegate his own proposal rights to a majority party leader in order to take
advantage of the special proposal rights afforded to this position. Moreover, we
expect this to be the case even if the party leadership does not have tools at its dis-
posal that can force legislators to adhere to the party’s policy objectives.

Acknowledgements

We are grateful to our referees for their comments.

Declaration of conflicting interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, author-
ship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding

The author(s) received no financial support for the research, authorship, and/or publication
of this article.

ORCID iDs

John A Weymark () https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8499-2363
Alan E Wiseman () https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2993-9188

Supplemental material

Supplemental material for this article is available online.


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8499-2363
https://orcid.org/000-0003-2993-9188

Choate et al. 303

Appendix: Proofs

Proof of Proposition 1. We provide the proof for the case in which w # 1. If m = 1,
part (b) does not apply and quite straightforward modifications need to be made
to the rest of the proof (e.g., all terms in which 1 — 7 appear drop out).

We first establish the necessity part of the proof.

(a) Let p be the probability that legislator 1 seeks only the support of legislator 2
by making him an equilibrium offer of y. Similarly, let ¢ be the probability that leg-
islator 3 seeks the support of legislator 2 by making him an offer.

Legislator 2’s equilibrium continuation value is

V2= [m(p((1 — @)y + a) + (1 — p)a(l — V7)) + (1 — m)(g8V* + (1 — g)adV")].
9)

In (9), (1 — )y + « is legislator 2’s utility when he receives y. This utility may be
greater than the minimum amount 872 needed to obtain legislator 2’s support if
the non-negativity constraint on y binds.

Because V=0, a € [0, 1), and y =0,

—adV? < (1 —ay.
Adding «a to both sides of this inequality, it follows that
a(l =87V <1 —a)y +a. (10)
Using (10) in (9), we obtain
V< [m((1—a)y +a) + (1 —m)(gdV* + (1 — q)adV")]. (11)
Next, we show that either ¢ = 1 or
adV! <812 (12)

Suppose that ¢ < 1. Then, legislator 3 weakly prefers to make the minimum offer
8V needed to obtain legislator 1’s support than to make the minimum offer 87>
needed to obtain legislator 2’s support. That is,

1—6V'=1-612
or, equivalently,
sVt <8r.

Multiplying the left-hand side of this inequality by «, we obtain (12).
Therefore, either by using (12) in (11) or by setting ¢ = 1 in the latter inequality,
we have

V2 < [m((1 - a)y + @) + (1 —m)dr?].
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Solving this inequality for V2 gives the bound

, _7m((l—a)y + a)
= 1-(1—-ms (13)

We now show that y = 0. In contrast, suppose that y > 0. It then follows that y
is chosen so that legislator 2’s utility is equal to his discounted continuation value.
That is,

V=01 —-a)y +a. (14)

Because « € [0, 1) and y > 0, the right-hand side of (14) is positive. If § = 0, we
have a contradiction and, hence, y = 0. If § # 0, (14) implies that ¥? > 0. In this
case, replacing (1 — @)y + a with 872 on the right-hand side of (13) and dividing
both sides of the resulting inequality by 72, we obtain

o
I<—
“1-01-mé
which holds if and only if § = 1. This is a contradiction because 6 is assumed to be
less than 1. Therefore, we also have y = 0if § # 0.
When y = 0, (13) implies that

ma =1 —8 + wd|V? = moV?
and, hence, that
a=8V?,

which shows that legislator 2’s utility is no smaller than his discounted continuation
value when the non-negativity constraint on his share offer binds.

If 873 > 0, legislator 1’s utility is 1 if he offers legislator 2 nothing, whereas it is
1 — 873 < 1 if he offers legislator 3 the minimum 877 needed to get his support.
Hence, legislator 1 is strictly better off seeking the support of legislator 2, and so
sets p = 1. Thus, when 873 > 0, legislator 1 keeps the whole dollar for himself and
offers nothing to the other legislators.

If 873 = 0, legislator 1 can obtain the support of legislator 3 by offering him
nothing, so in this case as well, legislator 1 keeps all of the dollar, as was to be
shown.

(b) If 6 = 0, legislator 3 does not need to offer either of the other legislators any
share of the dollar to obtain their support. Hence, when & = 0, legislator 3 keeps
the dollar.

Now suppose that § > 0. Given that y = 0, the continuation values for legisla-
tors 1 and 2 are, respectively,

Vi=m+ (1 —m(qasV? + (1 —q)d7") (15)

and
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V? =ma + (1 — 77)(q8V2 + (1 —q)adV"). (16)

We show that V! > V2. In contrast, suppose that V! < V2. If, in fact, V! < V2,
then it must be that g = 0 because legislator 3 can obtain the support of legislator 1
by offering him 87! which is less than the amount 87> needed to obtain legislator
2’s support. Setting g = 0 in (15) and (16), it then follows that

Vi=ax+ A -V > aa+ (1 — madV! = aV' = 7?

because @ < 1, which contradicts the assumption that ! < V2. Hence, it must be
the case that V! = V2.

It remains to show that V! # V2. In contrast, suppose that V! = 2.
Substituting V! for ¥? in (15) and (16), adding the resulting equations, and solving
for V!, we obtain

- (1 + «)
C2—(1-m( +a)p

(17)

Equating the right-hand sides of (15) and (16) with V! substituted for 72, we obtain
T+ (1 - 77')(q016V1 + (- q)SV]) =7ma+ (1 — 77')(q8V1 +(1- q)aSVl)
or, equivalently,
m(l —a) = (1 —m)(1 —a)2g — 1)V

The left-hand side of the latter equation is positive, so 87! # 0. Solving this equa-
tion for ¢, we obtain

S S
q_i[(l—w)(wl }

Substituting the value of V! from (17) into this equation and simplifying the result-
ing right-hand side, we find that

1 1 1

4= ——=———5 T 5
1-m81+a) 2 2

Because 7 = 1/2 and both « and 8 are less than 1, it then follows that

q = # > 17
5(1 + a)
which is not possible. Thus, V' # V'? and, therefore, V! > V2.
Hence, if 8 > 0 and V' > V2, we have 67> < 8V'. Thus, legislator 3 can obtain
the support of legislator 2 by offering him less than is needed to obtain legislator
I’s support. Therefore, it must be the case that ¢ = 1 when 6 # 0.
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From part (a), we know that if legislator 1 is the proposer, he offers legislator 2
y = 0 with probability p = 1, so legislator 2’s utility is «. Because ¢ = 1, it then fol-
lows from (9) that

V2 =ma + (1 —m)dV>2. (18)

Solving (18) for V2, we obtain

es

V= ———— 19
1—(1—-ms’ (19)

Because g = 1, legislator 3 offers legislator 1 nothing, legislator 2 the amount

oma
V= ———— . 20
1-(1—m)d (20)
and keeps the rest the dollar for himself. Note that

' <a (21)

because dmwa < a(l — &) + Saar. Moreover, V> =0 when & = 0, which is the
amount that legislator 3 offers legislator 2 when 6 = 0.

(c) Reasoning as in the derivation of (18), when 6 > 0, the continuation values
for legislators 1 and 3 are, respectively,

Vi =7+ (1 — madl? (22)

and
V3 =(1—m)(1—8V?). (23)

Using (19) to eliminate ¥? from (22) and (23), we obtain

V=7 +(1 —W)&(L>

1—(1—m)d
and
3 oo
4 _(1_”)(1_1—(1—77)5)'
Hence,
1 oma
124 —8{77+(1—7T)a(1_(1_ﬂ_)8)] (24)

and
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moo
8V3:8[(1_7T)<1_1—(17—7r)5)]' (25)

The values in (24), (20), and (25) are the minimum utilities needed to secure the
support of legislator 1, 2, and 3, respectively, for all values of § € [0, 1), not just for
6 €(0,1).

It remains to confirm that each of the proposals receives the support of its pro-
poser and at least one of the other legislators. When legislator 1 is the proposer, he
receives utility 1, which is the maximum possible utility for him, so votes in favor of
his proposal. Legislator 2 receives utility @, which by (21) is at least as large as his
continuation utility 72, and so he also votes in favor of this proposal. When legis-
lator 3 is the proposer, he receives utility

1-67*>8(1—m)(1—6V?) =617,

and so votes in favor of his proposal. Legislator 2 receives utility equal to his conti-
nuation value, and so he also votes in favor of this proposal.

This completes the necessity part of the proof.

For the sufficiency part of the proof, we need to show that the strategies
described in the proposition are a stationary subgame perfect equilibrium. In other
words, we need to show that no legislator wants to deviate unilaterally from these
strategies. To do this, we must show that (i) no legislator in his role as a proposer
wants to modify the share offered to one of the other legislators in order to receive
his support, (ii) no legislator in his role as a proposer wants to modify the probabil-
ities with which he makes offers to the other legislators, and (iii) no legislator wants
to deviate from his voting strategy. All of these claims have already been estab-
lished in demonstrating necessity. Legislator 1 offers legislator 2 nothing and legis-
lator 3 offers him the smallest amount that he will accept, which guarantees each
of these proposers a higher payoff than an offer to the other legislator when § > 0
and the same payoff when 6 = 0, so (i) and (ii) hold. The last part of the proof of
necessity establishes (iii). O

Proof of Proposition 3. As noted in the discussion preceding the statement of
Proposition 3, (i) in both of the partisan legislative bargaining games being consid-
ered, any legislator’s expected utility is his undiscounted continuation value and
(i1) in the game without delegation, the two partisans have the same continuation
value. In the proof of Proposition 1, we show that legislator 1’s continuation value
exceeds that of legislator 2 in the delegation game when & > 0. By Proposition
1(c), their continuation values are both 0 when 6 = 0. Therefore, we only need to
determine when legislator 2 prefers to delegate. In the game without delegation,
the functional form of the expression for this legislator’s continuation value
depends on whether 8 = §(«), so there are two cases to consider.

Case 1. For & € [5(a),1), using the continuation values for legislator 2 in
Proposition 1(a) in Choate et al. (2019) and in Proposition 1(c) here, legislator 2
prefers delegation if and only if
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T 1+ a)(a +6)
1—(1—ms 83 +a)

(26)

We now prove that this inequality never holds when & € [§(a), 1). Simple algebra
shows that
7mad(3 + o) > (1 + a)(a + 8)[1 — & + 76|
= 27ad > (1 + a)(a + 8)(1 —8) + wd% + mwad?
—27ad > (1 + a)(a + 8)(1 —8) + 27ad’
— 0> (a@+ 6+ a®+ ad)(l —8) + 2mad(d — 1)
—0>(a+86+a®+ ad—2mwad)(l —8)
—0>(a+6+a’+ ab—ad—a)l —38)
— 0>+ a1 —09).

The right-hand side of the last inequality is positive, so we have a contradiction.

Case 2. For § € [0,8(a)), using the continuation values for legislator 2 in
Proposition 1(e) in Choate et al. (2019) and in Proposition 1(c) here, legislator 2
prefers delegation if and only if

O 2(1 + @)
1—(1—m)d 6—06—ad

(27)

We first show that this inequality holds if and only if (8) is satisfied and then deter-
mine the restrictions on « and 7 needed to ensure that « € [0, 1), 8 € [0,8(«)), and
e [l1/2,1].
The inequality in (27) holds if and only if
a6 —6 —abd) > 2(1 + a)(1 — & + 7d)
— 6ma — wad — wad > 2(1 + a) + 2(1 + a)d(mw — 1) (28)
= 2[B7—Da—1] > (1 + )72 + a) — 2)5.

Next, we show that (28) is equivalent to (8). We do this by showing that the term
that multiplies 6 on the right-hand side of (28) is positive. In order to do this, we
first show that the left-hand side of (28) is less than this term. We have

6ma —2(1 +a) < (1 + )72 + a) — 2] (29)
—37a < 27+ a7
—0 < (a@—2)a—1). (30)

The right-hand side of (30) is positive, so (29) holds. Hence, if the right-hand
side of (29) is non-positive, then the left-hand side of (29) is negative, in which case
we must have 6 > 1 in order to satisfy (28), which is impossible. Therefore, the
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right-hand side of (29) is positive and so (28) holds if and only if the bound on 6 in
(8) is satisfied.

The discount factor § must be non-negative. This is only the case if the numera-
tor on the right-hand side of (8) is positive because, as we have seen, the denomina-
tor is positive. This numerator is positive if and only if the bound on « in (7) is
satisfied. By (7), @« < 1 if and only [1/(37 — 1)] < 1, which is equivalent to the
restriction on 77 in (6).

It remains to show that when (6), (7), and (8) hold that 8§ < 8(«). We show that,
in fact, 8 < &(a); that is, that

6a

P i e Y

Using the bound for § in (8) and recalling that the denominator in this bound is
positive, (31) holds if and only if

2[37 — Da — 1] 6
A+tamCta-2 ~(+a2+a
3am—a —1 72+ a)—2

3a < 2+«
at+1
< 7 —

3a 2+«
a+1 2
<

>
3a 2+«
—ad?—3a+2>0

—(1l—-a)2—a)>0.

<

— T —

The last inequality holds because @ < 1. Hence, (31) is satisfied. O

Proof of Proposition 4. That the lower bound on « in (7) is decreasing in 7 follows
immediately from its functional form. To show the upper bound on & in (8) is
increasing in both a and 7 requires determining the signs of quite complicated
expressions. We do this using Mathematica. The Mathematica notebook for this
part of the proof may be found in the online Supplementary Material. O

Notes

1. See Eraslan and Evdokimov (2019) for an introduction to the Baron—Ferejohn model
and a survey of the literature that extends it.

2. Curry (2015) points to how the majority party leadership in the contemporary Congress
has centralized the bill-drafting process and essentially cut out rank-and-file majority
party members from the lawmaking process on many salient pieces of legislation. As a
result, most members of the majority party often are unaware of the details of the legis-
lation that is being advanced by the majority party leadership, upon which they are ulti-
mately voting.
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3. There are also models of endogenous proposal rights in which these rights are obtained
by the expenditure of resources. See Diermeier et al. (2017) for a discussion of some of
these models.

4. The conditions that characterize when delegation is preferred also apply when there is no
discounting (i.e., 6 = 1), but the description of the equilibrium with delegation is some-
what more complex than that given in Proposition 1 for 6 < 1, so, for simplicity, we
assume that there is discounting. As noted above, in their model of partisan legislative
bargaining without delegation, Calvert and Dietz (2005) assumed that 6 = 1.

5. When one of the partisans delegates his proposal rights, they are in asymmetric situa-
tions, so partisan symmetry does not apply.

6. As we have noted, the formulas for the continuation values when there is delegation are
given in Proposition 1(c). The functional form for a partisan’s continuation value when
there is no delegation may be found in the proof of Proposition 3. It depends on whether
8 =8(a) or not.

7. Beyond Congress, our Proposition 4 contributes a related implication for the compara-
tive study of legislatures: Less partisan preference alignment is needed for delegation to
party leadership to occur when legislative institutions are more generous in providing
agenda-setting rights to majority party leaders.

8. Harbridge (2015) points to substantial behind-the-scenes bipartisan engagement occur-
ring in the US House despite the observed decrease in bipartisan voting coalitions on
the floor over the past 20 years. Her results suggest that if party leaders were not actively
structuring the floor and voting agenda, more bipartisanship in voting outcomes would
be realized.
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