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BA279A-1: INSTITUTIONS, INTEREST GROUPS AND PUBLIC POLICY 
 

 
 

1. Consider the following model. Assume there is a single vote-seller (say a bureaucrat 
or regulator) R and two lobbyists, A and B, competing for her vote. Each player has 
single peaked, quadratic preferences over a policy space x ∈ ℜ, with the ideal points 
of each player being such that xA  < xR  < xB. Without loss of generality, assume the 
regulator’s ideal point is zero. In addition, R gets a payoff of y for a transfer of y. In 
other words, the utility functions of each of the players can be written: 

 
uR (x,y) = -x2 + y  
 
ui (x) = -(x – xi )2    i ∈ {A,B}. 
 

 Assume each lobbyist has an endowment wi of resources to offer (and suffers no  
 disutility by spending it). Further, assume that wA > wB , and BAA wwx −>− . 
 
      The sequence of play is: 
 

1. each lobbyist simultaneously makes an offer (which is ‘take-it-or-leave-it’) to R 
of the form (xip, yip ). In other words, each lobbyist can make an offer of a policy 
proposal and a transfer. 

2. R either accepts one of the proposals, in which case the final policy is the policy 
which is proposed in the accepted offer and R gets transfers equal to those in the 
accepted offer; or rejects both, in which case she can implement any policy but 
gets no transfers. 

 
a. Fully characterize the (set) of equilibrium(a) in this game. Prove your results. 

 
b. What role does BAA wwx −>−  play? 

 
c. Suppose there is some probability p that the regulator’s vote will be overturned, 

and instead q > 0 will be implemented. What is the equilibrium in this case? 
Compare it to that in part (a). 

 

                                                           
1 Please email me an electronic file. If you want to hand write it, please scan and email to me or ask 
Sandria Frost to help scan it for you. 
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2. In the unrestrictive procedure variant of the Gilligan and Krehbiel model, suppose 

that 
16
1

=Cx . Suppose that the cost of specialization k is low. Show that there exists 

an equilibrium with N = 2 and equilibrium with N = 3. Characterize these equilibria 
by solving for b*(ω), p*(b) and g*(b), and showing that the committee and floor are 
behaving optimally. Also, show that the N = 3 equilibrium is better for both the 
committee and the floor. 

 
3. In Fearon’s model of private information, suppose that the benefits rather than the 

costs are private information (i.e. the costs are public information). How would you 
model this? Does it make a difference? 

 
4. In Baron and Ferejohn, consider a closed rule infinte horizon game with n = 3 and 

equal recognition probabilities.  Suppose that the recognition rule stipulates that a 
proposer in one session cannot be recognized in the next session. That is, if player 1 
makes a proposal in session t and it is defeated, she cannot be recognized to make a 
proposal in session t+1, but can be recognized in session t+2. Characterize a 
stationary equilibrium. Does the proposer keep more or less of the dollar compared to 
the standard closed rule model? 

 
5. In Austen-Smith and Feddersen, consider the following: 
 

a. Discuss what would happen to the primary results if φqqp < . Prove your 
main results. 

b. What happens if the types (i.e. s and t) are correlated? What results would 
this affect and how? 

 
6. In Gilligan and Krehbiel’s model with an unrestrictive procedure, show that an 

equilibrium can never have the property that b(ω) is strictly decreasing on any 
interval [ω1,ω2]. That is, if the floor were to choose a strategy pf(b) that is responsive 
(i.e. strictly increasing) in b=b(ω) on [ω1,ω2], then one or both of the players would 
want to change its strategy. 

 
7.  In Baron’s model of interest group competition in executive institutions (Sec 4.2), 

are aggregate equilibrium contributions increasing or decreasing in the intensity with 
which the group cares about a policy (eg βi)? What about the contributions by each 
group? What does that imply about the share of a group’s contributions? How do 
individual group contributions change, in equilibrium, as a group’s ideal point 
becomes more extreme? 

 
8. This is a lobbying version of a Colonel Blotto game. Consider a majority-rule, three 

member legislature, a status quo y and an alternative x. A lobbyist L1 wants to have x 
enacted and a lobbyist L2 wants to preserve the status quo. Each lobbyist can “bribe” 
a legislator to vote for his preferred alternative, and each legislator’s vote can be 
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bought for a payment p>0. The process is such that each legislator can 
(simultaneously) mail a check for p to none, any, or all of the legislators. If a 
legislator receives no check from either lobbyist or receives a check from both 
lobbyists, that legislator will vote for y. If a legislator receives a check from L1 but no 
check from L2, that legislator will vote for x. If a legislator receives a check from L2 
only, that legislator will vote for y.  
 
The preferences of UL, of the two lobbyists are: 

 
UL1 (x) = u*- B1 
 
UL1 (y) = - B1 
 

      and 
 

UL2 (x) = - B2 
 
UL2 (y) = u*- B2 

 
where Bi, i=1,2, is the total bribes paid. Assume that u*≥3p. 
 
a. Characterize the Nash equilibrium of the game between the two lobbyists. A 

strategy can be represented in the form (p,0,p), which denotes sending a check to 
legislators 1 and 3 (only). Hints: Make sure you eliminate dominated strategies 
before doing the calculations. The equilibrium involves mixed strategies. 

 
b. What is the probability that x will be enacted? How does that probability respond 

to changes in p and u*?  
 


