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Abstract

We examine how decentralized and simultaneous utility transfer promises affect col-
lective decision-making by voting. Committee members with varying levels of support
and opposition to an efficient reform can make enforceable promises before voting.
An equilibrium requires stability and minimal total promises. Equilibria exist and
are indeterminate, but do share several key characteristics. Equilibria result in enact-
ing the reform and necessitate transfer promises from high to low-intensity members.
When reform supporters lack sufficient voting power, promises must reach across
the aisle. When reform supporters have enough voting power to enact the reform,
promises must preclude reform opponents to entice the least enthusiastic reform sup-
porters to become reform opponents. In that case, equilibrium promises do not need
to reach across the aisle unless the weakest reform supporters have homogeneous in-
tensities. We also discuss a finite sequence of promises that achieve an equilibrium

that minimizes the ranges of intensities.



1 Introduction

Vote trading is a controversial practice that can be viewed as undermining the princi-
ples of democracy and efficient capital markets. In the context of political elections,
the act of voting is often regarded as a moral duty, and trading votes for money or
favors may be seen as abhorrent. Similarly, voting rights in corporations are an im-
portant means for stakeholders to voice their opinions on decisions that affect their
economic ownership. Decoupling voting rights from economic ownership may un-
dermine the ideal of allocative efficiency in capital markets. Despite the negative
connotations associated with vote trading, it is a widespread practice that can take
various accepted or tolerated forms within legal and societal norms. For example,
legislative logrolling is a common practice where politicians exchange their votes on
particular issues in return for votes on other issues. In corporate votes, activist in-
vestors may borrow shares for a nominal fee and use them to vote in favor of their
private agendas

Although vote trading is a commonly used practice, its normative properties are

not well understood. In a recent survey, | noticed, “Given
the prominence of vote trading in all groups’ decision-making, it is very surprising
how little we know and understand about it.” On one hand, vote trading enables
voters to adjust the intensity of their preferences, which is not possible with a binary

vote. Early literature (|B4mh@nan@ndﬂﬂ]m;k| M] andl&ﬂfmaﬂ dlf)ﬁd]) highlighted

that this feature should, in principle, have a positive impact on efficiency. On the

other hand, when certain subsets of voters trade votes, they create an externality on
non-trading voters @]) which can harm efficiency by creating a conflict
between private and collective interests.

In this paper, we evaluate one form of “vote trading”, where prior to casting their
vote, voters make decentralized promises contingent on the voting outcome. Our
model describes the process of liquidation voting in corporate bankruptcy proceedings
where creditors and sometimes shareholders are asked to vote on a proposed plan of
reorganization or liquidation against the alternative—resolving the issues in court.

The wedge between the expected court rulings’ terms and the proposal’s represents

1|Hu_and_Bla,Qk| ﬂZDDj] offer an overview of the ”decoupling techniques” which are used in practice

to unbundle the common shares’ economic interest from voting rights.



a promise of transfers between stakeholders, as we envision in our model. Our model
also captures a common practice in legislative bodies, including the US Congress,
where bills are often amended before they are voted on. The final bill bundles the
initial bill and the amendments, which we view as promises between voters. The
process of amending bills is meant to give voters who initially oppose the bill reasons
to support and vote for it. For example, the Patient Protection and Affordable Care
Act (commonly known as Obamacare) was passed by the US Congress in 2010. During
the legislative process, the bill was amendments to gain enough support from both
Democrats and Republicans to pass. Several concessions to moderate Democrats and
Republicans were made, including removing a public option and scaling back the
scope of the bill.

More specifically, we examine a model in which a committee decides with a vote on
whether to accept a reform or retain the status quo. The alternative that generates
majority support is adoptedli Committee members disagree on which alternative
they prefer because they have heterogeneous intensities of preferences. We assume
that the reform is socially optimal in that the sum of preference intensities for the
reform relative to the status quo is positive. Before voting, however, members can
freely make credible and enforceable promises contingent on the committee’s decision.
The promises are unconstrained and involve coalitions of any size ranging from a
pair to the entire committee. They can represent favors (e.g. logrolling), legislative
amendments, terms of liquidation, monetary payments, or any commitment to certain
future actions that increase the promisees’ utility. Voting occurs after the promises
have been made. The promises alter the incentives to vote, but voters retain control
of their voting rights and sincerely cast their votes to maximize self-interest.

In the absence of promises and when the committee decides by majority rule,
the median voter theorem holds because heterogeneity is unidimensional and the
decision is binary @]) In that case, the political equilibrium aligns with
the preferred policy of the median voter. The introduction of promises creates a

multidimensional set of alternatives, which renders the median voter theorem invalid.

2In our model, we allow the committee to be ruled by a x-majority rule where  is any integer
that is smaller than the committee size. Therefore the results of this paper hold for both the super-
majority rules that require more than 50% voting share to adopt the reform and the sub-majority

rules that require less than 50% voting share to adopt the reform.



The concept of equilibrium promises rests on a stability argument that prohibits the
formation of blocking coalitions. For an equilibrium to exist, it is necessary that
with the contingent promises in place, no blocking coalition can create additional
promises among its members, overturn the committee decision, and achieve a better
outcome for all coalition members compared to the outcome prior to the deviation.
This condition ensures the stability of the equilibrium.

One additional important assumption we make is that the equilibrium promise
profiles are minimal, meaning that the total transfer promised by all parties is kept
as low as possible. By minimizing the transfer promises made, we reduce the various
transaction costs associated with promises that are not explicitly modeled. These
costs include the costs of enforceability, commitment, and elicitation of intensities.
For example, in a political context, when a bill is being amended, it can become more
complex and potentially deviate from its original purpose. In such cases, politicians
may aim to minimize the scope and number of amendments made if they believe that
their constituents or donors would not approve of too many changes. In addition, if
promises take the form of future transfers, as in logrolling or in corporate liquidation,
they may generate uncertain costs and benefits for both parties involved. Thus,
minimizing promises can help reduce uncertainty and its associated costs. Finally,
transfer promises may also be illegal in some settings, and minimizing their magnitude
can minimize the risk of detection

Based on the assumptions of stability and minimality, we explore the equilibrium-
voting outcome when promises are allowed before voting. The first insight from
the model is that the equilibria exist and achieve the social optimum, meaning that
the reform is enacted!] Promises contingent on the vote outcome are thus effective
in removing the classical voting inefficiencies provoked by the binary nature of the

voting action.

30ur assumption of total transfer minimization parallels Maupertuis’s principle of least action in

Physics dMa,nmjlng dlléd]) According to the principle of least action, the behavior of a physical
system can be thought of as an attempt to minimize a quantity called action that measures the work

to be done on the system. To the extent that promises represent costly actions for the promisers,
minimizing the total promises transfer is tantamount to minimizing the actions deployed by the

promisers to improve their self-interest from the vote.
4This result is implied by the stability of the equilibrium and would hold even if we do not assume

that the total transfer is minimal.



The second insight is that equilibria are generally indeterminate: while reducing
the size of the set of stable promise profiles, the minimal transfer assumption does
not imply the uniqueness of the equilibrium. The indeterminacy results from both
the identity of the promisers and promisees, and the amounts of transfers; being
unidentified in equilibrium. However, the assumption of minimality implies that
all equilibria do share common characteristics. Specifically, in every equilibrium,
the distribution of ex post intensities resulting from the transfer promises is more
egalitarian than the distribution of er ante intensities. In fact, for all voting rules
and all distributions of ex ante intensities, there is a critical committee member such
that all the promisers (resp. promisees) have larger (resp. lower) ez ante intensities
than that member.

To provide more detailed predictions on the equilibrium flow of transfer and iden-
tity of the promisers and promisees, more specific assumptions on the distribution of
er ante intensities are necessary.

When the coalition of reform supporters does not have enough voting power to
enact the reform, the voting outcome without promises is inefficient. This is the
case of frustrated minorities where the reform is defeated despite the presence of a
minority of members who would experience a large increase in utility when the reform
is enacted. In that case, the promisers are reform supporters and the recipients of
the promises are reform opponents. Thus, all equilibrium promises share the common
characteristic of being in “the reaching across the aisle” type.

In the alternative case where reform supporters have enough voting power to
implement the reform, the voting outcome in the absence of promises is efficient.
Interestingly, even in that case, promises may be required to achieve stability and
minimality. Blocking coalitions can exist where opponents of the reform entice the
supporters of the reform with the weakest intensity of preferences with promises con-
tingent on defeating the reform. These promises can persuade weakly motivated
supporters to become reform opponents. Once these promises are made, a new coali-
tion is established by combining the opponents of the reform and the supporters who
have been persuaded to switch stances. The new coalition becomes a blocking coali-
tion if it has enough voting power to influence the committee to reject the reform,

and if all of its members would strictly increase their utilities compared to the voting



outcome in the absence of promises.

The aggregate net gain produced by the blocking coalition is equal to the difference
between the aggregate intensity for the status quo of those who oppose the reform and
the aggregate intensity for the reform of the coalition of the weakest reform supporters
who are numerous enough to form a majority when they join forces with the reform
opponents. When the aggregate net gain is negative, reform opponents do not have
the incentive to form a blocking coalition. In that case, the zero promises profile
is the unique equilibrium. When the aggregate net gain is positive, the equilibrium
requires that some promises need to be done to preempt the formation of the blocking
coalitions. When the aggregate net gains are small relative to the aggregate surplus
of intensity at the disposal of the strongest reform supporters, one round of promises
is enough to achieve an equilibrium. In that case, the minimal total transfer is equal
to the aggregate net gain that the blocking coalition can achieve out of equilibrium.
When the aggregate net gains are large, promising the aggregate net gains can create
new targets for enticement which in turn requires additional promises. In that case,
the minimal total transfer is larger than the aggregate net gains and is given in
closed form as a function of the distribution of ez ante intensities. Except in certain
knife edge cases, we notice that indeterminacy is a prevalent feature of equilibrium
promises.

When considering the equilibrium implications for the identity of promisers and
promisees, we find that as a general rule, there always exist equilibria in which the
identity of the promisers and promisees conforms to the “reaching across the aisle”
type. Additionally, equilibria may also exist in which “circle the wagon” promises
are made, with supporters of the reform making promises to other supporters of the
reform who have weaker preferences for the reform. However, when the intensities of
preferences are homogeneous among the weakest reform supporters, we show that all
equilibrium promises are of the reaching across the aisle type.

Finally, we provide an algorithm that describes a sequence of promises from the
member with the largest intensities to the members with the lowest intensities. We
show that, for any distribution of ex ante intensities and majority threshold require-
ment, the algorithm converges after a finite number of steps to an equilibrium. Among

all equilibria, the equilibrium distribution of ez post intensities achieved through the



sequence of promises induced by the algorithm has the lowest range.

Related literature. This paper makes a contribution by demonstrating the
mathematical feasibility of evaluating promise-related practices in decentralized set-
tings. Through our methodological step forward, we have provided new insights that
intersect with three streams of literature.

Our finding that the reform is enacted in equilibrium provides compelling evi-
dence that the practice of contingent promises based on vote outcomes can effectively
address the problem of majority coercion. This result contributes to the broader
literature on political failures, which aims to identify situations where the political
equilibrium outcome can be Pareto-improved, with a focus on restoring efficiency.

Scholars such as @] and Wim}m&d MM] have extensively discussed in-

stitutional responses to political failures and compared them to standard economic

failures. By demonstrating the efficacy of contingent promises in mitigating major-
ity coercion, our study contributes to this literature by reporting a mechanism to
improve the overall efficiency of direct democracy voting models. Our result on the
effectiveness of promises is reminiscent of the Coase theorem operating in the political
marketH The corollary of our result is that efforts to design institutions that promote
the practice of promises and decrease the transaction costs associated with them push
decentralized decisions mediated by voting toward an efficient outcome.

Second, we contribute to the literature on vote trading. The literature on vote
trading, has received relatively less attention in recent decades compared to the en-
thusiastic efforts made in the 1960s and 1970s. A pivotal argument in the devel-

opment of this literature is that the voting externality could make trading votes

undesirable ABMM 192;4]). Despite the declining interest, recent work
by mmdﬂm ﬂZD_Ld] offered a more optimistic perspective on trading votes,

in committee settings where members vote on multiple issues and sequentially trade

votes on one issue against votes for other issues (logrolling)H In our research, we

®Coase (1960) demonstrated that when property rights are enforced and negotiation/transfer

ized, economic_market failures can be mitigated.
an organized centralized vote market where the vote buyers could be party leaders or committee

chairs. See also Mms_&nd_zlmsl ﬂZ_QlZI] for a similar message under different assumptions on the

trading market.

1996] also offers a more positive result on vote trading in the context of




extend this literature by examining a decentralized framework, similar to that of

Ifﬁ.s_el]ﬁ.ﬁmd_ﬂﬂfr_wl dZDLJ], but with a focus on trading through simultaneous promises.

We also offer a more upbeat perspective on vote trading within a different context

and highlight the potential benefits of permitting promises contingent on the vote
outcome. We view this addition as important because many pre-vote interactions in
corporate votes, referenda, or political elections can be thought of as promises con-
tingent on the vote outcome, particularly in cases where the final proposal bundles
the initial proposal with additional transfers. Such bundled proposals align well with
our model, where the enforceability and credibility of promises are assumed to be
given. In this context, the assumption of enforceability and credibility of promises
becomes an assumption of the credibility of the institutions, which is more natural
within democratic systems upholding the rule of law and fostering competition for
political office and for corporate control.

Finally, we contribute to the literature on promises that include |Mverson| deQjJ],

(Groseclose and Snyder [1996], Dal Bd [2007], Dekel et a1l [2008], Dekel et a1l [2009],

and more recently (Chen and Zapa 2{!22]. The literature has largely concentrated
on models with political representatives and revolves around leaders vying for votes

by making pledges or campaign promises. Within this framework, much attention
has been devoted to leaders’ capacity to utilize budgetary resources to manipulate
vote results and gain profits while in office. Through varying assumptions about the
game structures, the studies have made significant advancements in this area with an
emphasis on the sequencing of promises. Our study offers a different perspective by
investigating the potential advantages of outcome-contingent promises in a decentral-
ized setting. In our context, promises happen simultaneously within the committee
(or the electorate) without a designated leader. Rather than examining this prac-
tice solely within the traditional political agency framework, we demonstrate how
vote trading through promises can facilitate agreement and drive efficient outcomes
in a direct democracy model. By exploring the potential benefits of vote-contingent
promises in this distinct context, our research underscores the need for a broader
examination of this practice.

Our approach also differs from previous studies on outcome-contingent promises by

incorporating the principle of least action, which assumes minimal aggregate transfer



promises. This principle aligns with the standard economic theory of cost minimiza-
tion since the utilitarian cost of reaching an efficient agreement is kept at its minimum
level. The principle of least action is bundled with the principle of stability in our
analysis, allowing us to make general predictions about the political equilibrium.
Despite the inherent indeterminacy that can arise in decentralized decision-making
settings where the median voter theorem is not applicable, our approach provides a
framework for understanding and predicting the outcomes of such settings.

In Section 2] we describe the model, in Section [3] we define and characterize the
stable promises, in Section ] we define and establish the existence and indeterminacy
of the political equilibrium and provide some of its general implications. We describe
the equilibrium implications in Section Bl and we discuss across the aisle promises
and an equilibrium selection based on an algorithm in Section [6l In Appendix A we
give the proofs of all the results of the paper and in Appendix B we describe the

selection algorithm and show its convergence to a unique equilibrium.

2 The model

Consider a committee I = {1,--- I} of I members faced with a vote on a reform.
Based on the vote, the committee’s decision is to adopt the reform “R” or to turn it
down and support the status quo “S.” Each voter ¢ is characterized by a parameter u;
representing member ¢’s intensity of preferences for the reform relative to the status
quo (or simply intensity). Normalizing the (cardinal) utility derived from the status
quo for each voter to 0, the parameter u; represents the utility experienced by voter
7 when the reform is adopted. A committee member with intensity u; > 0 supports
the reform while a member with intensity w; < 0 favors the status quoll We order

the committee members so that the intensities u; are non-decreasing in 4, that is,

up < - <up (1)

"Breaking the tie u; = 0 by favoring the status quo instead of the reform or by randomizing the

committee’s choice between the two policies does not change the conclusions of our analysis.



and denote by u the vector u = (uq,us, .., us). Relative to the status quo, adopting

reform is socially optimal,

> ui>0. (2)

il
The aggregate intensity » ., u; > 0 represents the utilitarian welfare gain that
the reform generates relative to the status quo. Condition (2]) is not restrictive,
because the alternative assumption ), ;u; < 0. would imply that the status quo is
the efficient outcome and by symmetry all the results of the model would hold for
the status quo alternative. We assume that there are n € I reform opponents, denote
the coalition of reform opponents (or status quo supporters) by C® and the coalition

of reform supporters by C* :
C¥i={i:u; <0}={1,---,n}, Ch={i:u>0}={n+1,--- I} (3)

The aggregate intensity of preferences of reform and status quo supporters, re-

spectively, are denoted by
Up:=Y |wl=> w, Us:=Y |wl=> (~u). (4)

Notice that both Ug and Ug are non negative quantities and that Us—Ug = > _; u; > 0.

Prior to voting, we consider a transferable utility framework where any committee
member can make a utility transfer promise contingent on the committee decision to
any other committee member(s). The transfer promises can take the form of money
payments or favors as long as these transfers translate into utilities. The transferable
utility assumption holds if utility is quasilinear in money and the transfers take the
form of money payments

Contingent transfer promises are binding commitments. That is, any transfer
promises contingent on a specific voting outcome must be honored by the promisers
in favor of the recipients (“promisees”) if that outcome is realized. For instance,
a transfer promise contingent on reform rejection has to be honored if the reform
is rejected. Transfer promises alter the incentives to vote for the reform but voters

8See Bergstrom and Varian M] and [Chiappori and Q]]gﬂ 2!!2!1] for more general conditions on

preferences and market environments allowing transferable utility representations.




retain their voting rights. As is standard in the literature, we assume that the transfer
promises are credible and enforceable

Transfer promises are unconstrained in terms of both their cardinal impact on the
utility and in terms of the identity of the promisers and the promisees. A promise
profile contingent on adopting the reform is denoted by r = (71, ...,r7) € RI. When
r; > 0, committee member ¢ is a net promisee and she gets a net utility increase of
r; when the reform is adopted by the committee. When r; < 0, committee member
i is a net promisor and her utility decreases by |r;| when the reform is adopted by
the committee. Notice that the net promise r; is the aggregation of all promises that
have been made to member 7 by other committee members, net of the promises that
have been initiated by member ¢ to other committee members. For each committee
member, the incentives to vote for the reform are entirely determined by the net
aggregate flow of promises. Hence we can assume without loss of generality that the
net aggregate flow of promises summarized by the profile r, is the sole determinant
of any committee member’s voting decision. Because the utilities are transferred
from the promisers to the promisees, any promises profile must satisfy the zero sum

condition,
recP:={x=(v,..,27) € R inzo}. (5)
I

Similarly, a payment promise profile contingent on the reform being defeated is de-
noted by s = (s1,..,57) € P where s; is the net utility increase of committee member
1 when the reform is defeated.

When facing a vote on the reform with the outstanding promises profile (r, s) € P?,
each committee member casts her vote to maximize self-interest. When wu; + r; > s;,
member i votes for the reform; Otherwise, she votes for the status quo. We assume
thus all committee members vote sincerely. Sincere voting is a natural assumption in

our framework since all voters have the same information and voting is costless

9The assumption would be natural in a repeated setting where group members have incentives

to develop a reputation for not reneging on promises.
10Tn our model, all model parameters are common knowledge and therefore there is no reason

for voters to be strategic. Sincere voting is an undominated strategy in our context. When a
committee member is pivotal, sincere voting is a dominating strategy because voting sincerely enacts

her preferred policy. When a committee member is non-pivotal, sincere voting is an undominated

10



The committee is ruled by a k- majority rule for some x € I; the reform is
adopted if and only if at least k votes are in favor of the reform. Special cases of the
k-majority rule range from simple majority (k = k; where k; is the smallest integer
larger than 7/2), to unanimity where x = I. When r; < k < I, the k-voting rule is
a supermajority rule. The voting share threshold to adopt the status quo policy is

given by k where
ki=I1—Kk+1. (6)

When k committee members vote for the status quo, then the committee adopts
the status quo. Any k-voting rule can alternatively be defined by two sets of decisive
coalitions, D¥ and D, that are sets of subsets of [-—that is, elements of 2!. A coalition
is decisive for adopting (resp. defeating) the reform if and only if the group adopts
(resp. defeats) the reform when all members of that coalition vote for (resp. against)

the reform. Therefore,
D .={CC1: |C|>k}, D°:={CCT1 : |C|>F} (7)

We denote by D(r,s) € {R, S} the committee decision or voting outcome when facing
the promises profile (r,s).
The utility vector derived by committee members from the voting outcome is

denoted by v™* = (v]"®,v5°, ..., v7"°) and is given by

- u+r, it D(r,s) =R,
? { (8)

s, otherwise

or more succinctly, v"° = (4 +7)11pre=r) + Sl{prs)=s}. In particular, the utility
derived from the voting outcome in the absence of the promises—meaning r = s =0
0,0

where 0 is the zero vector of size [—is v™" = ul{p0)=r}-

3 Stable promises: Definition and characterization

We focus our attention on promises profiles that are stable in the sense that once in

place, no coalition can arrange additional promises among its members that would

strategy because the vote of a non-pivotal member is irrelevant.

11



reverse the committee decision and yield a better outcome for all its members. If such

coalitions exist, we qualify them as blocking coalitions and define them as follows.

Definition 1. /Blocking coalitions] Assume the promises profile (r,8) € P? is in
place.

When D(r,s) = R, a coalition C blocks the promises profile (r,s) if there ezists an
alternative promises profile contingent on adopting the status quo 8' € P and satisfying

C ={i: s, # s;}, such that a deviation from (r,s) to (r,s") implies
1. a reversal of the committee decision: D(r,s') = S and,

2. individual benefits for all members of that coalition: v;’sl > v holds for all

1€C.

When D(r,s) = S, a coalition C blocks the promises profile (r,s) if there exists an
alternative promises profile contingent on adopting the reform ' € P and satisfying

C={i:r]#mr}, such that a deviation from (r,s) to (r',s) implies
1. a reversal of the committee decision: D(r',s) = R and,

2. individual benefits for all members of that coalition: v:"s > 0]® holds for all

1eC.

To illustrate Definition [, assume the contingent transfers (r, s) € P? are promised
and that the committee decision is D(r,s) = R. When a blocking coalition C exists,
some of its members deviate from (r,s) by launching an additional round of promises
contingent on rejecting the reform, targeting the remaining members of that coalition.
These promises are designed to entice the promisees to cast pivotal votes against
the reform and thereby reverse the committee decision. Denote these incremental
promises by § € P and notice that C = {i : §; # 0}. Since these promises are internal
to the coalition C, we have ). .5 = 0. The resulting cumulative promises profile
contingent on the status quo is given by 8’ = s + § and we have, s, # s; if and only
if i € C and, D(r,s') = S. The condition v > v7** holds for all i € C and says that
all members of the blocking coalition C benefit from the deviation and that they will

all vote against the reform since

!/
/I _ 1.8

r.8

> 0,7 = Uty

12



Similarly, when D(r,s) = S, a blocking coalition can deviate with incremental
promises contingent on adopting the reform. We now utilize the concept of blocking

coalitions to define stable promises.

Definition 2. [Stable promises] The promises profile (r,s) € P? is stable if and

only if there exists no blocking coalition for (r,s).

Thus, a promise profile is stable if once it is in place, there is no incentive for
any coalition to launch additional promises and reverse the group decision to get a
strictly Pareto improving allocation (for the coalition). We denote the set of stable

promises profiles by
S:={(r,s) € P’ | (r,s) is stable} 9)
and provide a characterization of this set in the next proposition.

Proposition 1. [Characterization of stable promises/ The promises profile
(r,8) € P? is stable if and only if

Z(uZ + 1) > Z s; for all coalitions C € D3. (10)
c C
Moreover, any stable promises profile (r,s) € S leads the committee to enact the
reform, that is, D(r,s) = R.

Proposition [Ilshows that the voting outcome associated with each stable promises
profile is socially optimal since the committee adopts the reform. Perhaps unsurpris-
ingly, the efficiency result shows that promises contingent on the committee decision
are effective in removing any inefficiency that may be caused by voting externalities.
To see this, assume that more than K = I — k + 1 members vote against the reform
in the absence of promises. The committee then rejects the reform and creates a
frustrated losing coalition: the coalition supporting the reform has a larger aggregate
intensity of preferences than the aggregate intensity for the status quo of the coali-
tion of reform opponents and yet the committee rejects the reform because reform
supporters do not have enough voting power. The inefficiency arises because binary
voting does not allow the expression of intensity of preferences. Allowing promises

with arbitrary transfers permits reform supporters to modulate their actions. They

13



get the chance to express their intensity of preferences not only by voting, but also
by launching promises contingent on the reform in order to convert opponents to
supporters.

Proposition [ also shows that promises profiles enabling the reform are stable
if and only if, when compared to the status quo alternative, the reform is socially
optimal for any decisive coalitions that can induce the group to overturn the reform.
As a result, stability is characterized by the system of linear inequalities ([I0]), which
define a convex polyhedron in non degenerate cases, and this allows us to carry out
a fairly detailed analysis of stable promises.

To illustrate the usefulness of the characterization ([I0)), assume that the zero
(empty) promises profile (r = 0,s = 0) leads to the committee to adopt the reform,
D(0,0) = R. By inequality (), the zero promises profile (0,0) satisfies the condition
(IA) for the grand coalition C = 1. However, for the promises profile (0,0) to be
stable, we need to have ) ,u; > 0 not only for the grand coalition but also for every
decisive coalitions whose members can collectively defeat the reform—that is, for all
coalitions of size weakly larger than k. Given the ordering of ex ante intensities (),
the promises profile (0,0) is stable if and only if Zf u; > 0. The characterization in
Proposition [ offers therefore a practical tool to verify whether a promises profile is

stable. We now discuss an example to illustrate further the result in Proposition [

Example 1. Consider a committee with 3 members whose intensities are given by
u = (ul,u2,u3) = (—4, 1, 5)

Assume the committee is ruled by the simple majority rule k = K = 2 so that both
DE and D° consist of coalitions that have a cardinality 2 or higher. The reform
is socially optimal since Y ,u; = 2 > 0. In the absence of promises, the reform
is adopted since both member 2 and 3 vote for it, and thus v*° = (=4, 1, 5). By
Proposition[d, the empty promise profile (0,0) is not stable because uy +us = —3 < 0
and therefore the reform is not socially optimal for the decisive coalition {1,2} € D,
The coalition {1,2} is thus a blocking coalition for the no trading promises profile
(0,0). Member 1 can promise to pay member 2 an amount sy = 2 if the reform is
defeated. The resulting group decision after the promises (r =0, s = (=2,2,0)) are

in place is thus to defeat the reform because both member 1 and 2 vote for S. The

14



voting outcome is then D(0,8) = S and the resulting intensity is v® = (=2, 2, 0).
Because v = —2 > — 4= and, v)* = 2 > 1 =1, the coalition {1,2} is
a blocking coalition for the promise profile (0,0).

Consider now the promises profile (r,s) := ((3, 0, —3), 0) that enacts the reform
and imply the ex post intensities v™° = (=1, 1, 2). Since inequality (I0) holds for
the promises profile (r,0) for all coalitions of size 2 and above, the promises profile
(r = (3,0,—3),0) is stable. Following the same logic, one can check that there are

multiple other stable promises profiles.

Example [ illustrate that stable promises enacts the reform. The example also
points to an indeterminacy of stable promises profiles. Precluding the formation of
blocking coalitions still leaves multiple ways to structure the promises of transfers
across committee members to achieve stability. In addition, the example illustrates
another cause of multiplicity. The promises contingent on defeating the reform are
not pinned down because they are never honoured. For example, we can associate
the stable promises profile ((3,0,—3),0) with an equivalence class of stable promises
of the form ((3,0 — 3) + s, 8) for an arbitrary s € P. This is because the inequalities
(I0) hold for any pair of promises (r,s) if and only if it holds for the pair of promises
(r —s,0).

In the following proposition, we establish the existence, multiplicity, and efficiency
of stable promises. Before stating the proposition, denote by & the set of stable

promises that are contingent only on the reform being adopted
So:={reP|(r0) ecS}

Proposition 2. [Existence and multiplicity of stable promises] The following
hold:
(i) Stable promises contingent on adopting the reform exist and are indeterminate:
the set Sy is non-empty and contains multiple elements.
(i) The promises profile (r,s) € P is in the set S if and only if (r — s,0) € So,
and hence
S={(r+s,s) | reS, ands e P}. (11)

Proposition 2] shows that there are multiple stable promises and that the multi-

plicity occurs even if they are restricted to the set Sy of promises that are contingent
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only on reform adoption. The fact that the set of stable promises Sy contains mul-
tiple elements suggests that the requirement of stability does not identify how the
promisers divide the net benefit that they can get together. The multiplicity of sta-
ble promises in the set S is even more fundamental: the restriction of stability allows
any promises contingent on the reform being adopted to be part of a stable promises
profile from the set & when the promises contingent on the status quo s are chosen
appropriately

In the next section, we define the political equilibrium and establish existence and

multiplicity.

4 Equilibrium promises: Existence and general prop-

erties

The political equilibrium is defined as the set of promises profiles that maintain
stability while minimizing total transfer promises. This assumption ot total transfer
minimization capture the need to minimize unmodeled expenses associated with the
commitments that actually make up the promises.

We define the total promises transfer for any promises profile (r,s) € P2 by

Toai= 5 3olril 45 S lsil (12

I I

For any stable promises profile (r,s) € £, we have |r; — s;| < |r;| + |s;| and hence,
Tr—so < Trs. In order to minimize the total promises transfer (I2)) we can restrict
our attention to the set Sy of equilibrium promises which only require transfers if
the reform is adopted. To simplify the exposition, we make the following notation

changes

_ 1 r .__ 7,0
7;. = 7;.70 = 5 Z ‘Ti‘, v =V . (13)

i€l

and define equilibrium promise profiles as follows:

1To see this, consider a stable profile (r,0) and observe that the promises profile (0, —r) is also
stable. Therefore, for any promises profile contingent on adopting the reform »* € P, the promises

profile (r',7' —r) is also stable.
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Definition 3 (Equilibrium promises profiles). A promises profile r € P con-
tingent on the reform is an equilibrium if (i) it is stable and, (ii) it minimizes the
total promises transfer among all stable promises. The set of equilibrium promises is
therefore given by

E={reS| T = inf T}

r’eSy

We have the following simple existence result.
Proposition 3 (Existence). The set of equilibrium promises £ is not empty.

Relative to stability, the equilibrium adds the restriction that stability is achieved
in the “cheapest possible way”. The set of equilibrium promises £ is smaller than the
set of stable promises &y, but indeterminacy is not eliminated by the minimum total

transfer restriction as the following example illustrates.

Example 2. Reconsider the committee with 3 members whose intensities are given
by u = (—4,1,5) that we discussed in Example . Recall that the committee is ruled
by a majority rule Kk = K = 2. Inequality (I0) shows that r € P is stable if any only

if
T1+7’223, T1+7’32—1, 7’2+7’32—6, T1—|—T2—|—T3:O.

Direct calculations show that Sg = {r € Plry < 6, r3 < =3, —ry =1 +13 >
—1}. Therefore there are multiple stable promises and the set Sy a triangle in the
plane (ry,rs) with vertices (2,-3), (6,—3) and (6,—7). For any r € Sy, we have
Tr = (1] + |r1i + 73] + |r3]) > |rs| > 3. On the other hand, any v € S satisfies
T. =3 if and only if rs = —3 and 2 < r; < 3. That is, in the plane (ry,73), the set of
equilibrium promises is a subset of Sy represented by the horizontal side of the triangle
defined by the vertices (2,—3) and (3,-3). Therefore, multiple equilibrium promises
generate the minimum total transfer T, = 3. To summarize, the set of stable promises

1s a triangle and the set of equilibria is a subset of one of the edges of that triangle.

Example2lillustrates that multiplicity of the stable promises persists even when we
focus on the promises that minimize the total promises transfer (I2)). However, by fo-
cusing on these minimizing equilibria, we are able to identify some general properties
of the structure of promises that will hold for all equilibria. In the next proposi-

tion, we give some general properties of equilibrium promises, which show that the
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requirements of stability and transfer minimization push toward an equalization of

intensities.

Proposition 4. [Push toward equality] For any equilibrium promises profile r €

E\{0}, there exists a committee member k, € CT such that
—u; <r; <0<r;, and v}'ﬁv; forall i<k,<j (14)

and the total promises transfer satisfies of the promises profile r
T = Z = Z(—rj). (15)
i<k 5>k

Proposition @ shows that, in any equilibrium, the flow of promises should be
initiated by reform supporters with an ex ante intensity that is larger than that of
a critical reform supporter k.. Moreover, the promisors are subject to an individual
rationality constraint precluding them from promising more than the utility gained
when the reform is adopted. Promise recipients have an ex ante intensity that is lower
than that of the critical member £, and can be reform opponents or reform supporters.
As a result, equilibrium promises lead to an ex post distribution of utilities across
committee members that is more egalitarian than the ex ante distribution of utilities.
This happens because members with large ex ante intensity of preferences promise
transfers to members with low intensity of preferences contingent of the reform being
adopted. The specific location of the critical committee member k, depends on the
voting rule and the ex ante distribution of the intensity of preferences. However, the
ex post intensities of the promisers are always larger than those of the promisees as
inequalities (I4)) show.

Proposition M is however agnostic about the amount of transfer promises as well as
the identity of promisees. In particular the promisees can be reform supporters or re-
form opponents. The amount of transfer promises depends on the ex ante distribution
of the intensity of preferences and the majority threshold . In the next subsections,
we make specific assumptions on the distribution of ex ante intensities and derive a
more detailed description of the equilibrium transfer promises. In order to describe
the promises profiles, we say that a promises profile r € P is of the reaching across

the aisle type if all the recipients of the promises are reform opponents:

r; >0 ifand onlyif ieC® foralliel
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Alternatively, when some recipients of promises are reform supporters and some others
are reform opponents, we say that the promises profile r has some circle the wagon

transfers.

5 Equilibrium promises implications

In this section, we discuss some general properties of the set £ of equilibrium promises.
We identify the magnitude and directions of the flow of promises that achieve stability
with the lowest total transfers. In the first subsection, we study the case where reform
supporters lacks the voting power to enact the reform without making promises.
This situation is commonly referred to as “frustrated minorities” or alternatively as
a “coercive majority”. In the second subsection, we study the case where reform
supporters possess sufficient voting power to enact the reform even without resorting

to promises.

5.1 Equilibrium when the coalition of reform opponents is

decisive

We assume in this subsection that the reform does not have enough voting support
in the absence of promises, | C* |< k with 2 < H Under this assumption, D(0,0) =
S. When the committee decision is taken by simple majority rule, the assumption
| C® |< Kk on the distribution of intensity of preferences creates a “tyranny of the
majority” problem leading the committee to an inefficient outcome. In this case, the
coalition C* is not decisive and, since U > Ug, we qualify it as an intense k-minority.
The next proposition provides some general properties of the transfers that need to

be promised in any equilibrium when | Cf |< k.

Proposition 5. [Equilibrium payment promises with an intense k—minority/
Consider a committee where the coalition supporting the reform is not decisive, | CT |<

k. A promises profile r € P is an equilibrium if and only if

1. All reform supporters are promisors and the promises satisfy:

12When x = 1, the reform will always be enacted by voting as long as it has support from at least

one member, which it does by assumption. We therefore excluded the case kK = 1 in this section.
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(a) The individual rationality and non-positivity constraint —u; < r; < 0 for
all i € CT and,

(b) the aggregate promises transfer of the coalition C* is given by > .rn1; =
—Us.

2. All promisees are reform opponents and the promises (r;)ces satisfy

(a) When |Cf| < k — 1, each member i € C° is promised the transfer r; =
—u; > 0 just to make her indifferent between the reform and the status

ro__
quo, vi = 0.

(b) When |CE| = k — 1, the promises to the members of C° are non negative,
r; >0 for alli € C5 and satisfy

1. Ziecs Ty = US

ii. The ex post intensities of members in C° cannot exceed those of mem-

bers in C*: vf <of for any i € C5 and j € CF.

Moreover, The equilibrium promises profiles r € £ are indeterminate but all have

identical total transfer promises T, = Us.

Proposition [ shows that equilibrium promises profile satisfy » .r7; = —Us =
— > cs 7. This implies in equilibrium, members of the coalition C* supporting the
reform collectively compensate members of the coalition C* for the aggregate disutility
that they experience when the reform is adopted. In other terms, all equilibria consist
of promises profiles of the reaching across the aisle type. The critical member k, from
Proposition [ is given by k, = n + 1, so that the k—minority reform supporters are
promisers and reform opponents are promisees. The equilibrium leaves multiple ways
for the members of the minority coalition C® to divide the gains that they collectively
obtain by enticing the members of the coalition C* to vote for the reform. Whether
there is an additional indeterminacy of the promises transfers to the members of the
coalition C¥ depends on the size of the coalition C*.

If the coalition C* is short at least 2 members of being decisive (|C®| < k—1), then
the distribution of equilibrium promises among promisees is unique. After receiving

the promises, all members of C° are indifferent between voting for or against the
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reform. In that case, the promises to the members of the coalition C° are identical
for all equilibria and are determined by the ez ante intensity of preferences, r; = —u;
for all i € C°. Recalling our tie breaking assumption the committee members vote
for the reform when indifferent between the alternative R and .S, notice that when
|CT| < k — 1, there is a unanimous vote for the reform after the equilibrium promises
have been made.

When the coalition C% is just one member short of being decisive (|Cf| = k—1), the
promises to the members of C¥ are indeterminate. In that case, multiple distributions
of promises across the members of the receiving coalition C° can form an equilibrium
provided that they satisfy the requirement 2.b.i7 of Proposition Bl The requirement
restricts the promises directed to each member of the coalition C¥ to be non-negative
and to produce ex post intensities of preferences that maintain the ordering across the
coalitions of promisers and promisees of the ez ante intensity of preferences. Changing
the ordering of interim intensities across the coalition C* and C® will create incentives
to engage in additional rounds of promises and contradict the stability requirement
of the equilibrium. When |Cf| = x — 1, the committee adopts the reform after the
promises are made but the vote for the reform may not be unanimous.

We now discuss an example to illustrate the results of Proposition

Example 3. Consider a committee with 5 members ruled by a simple magority rule,

rk = 3. The intensities are given by
u= (u17u27u37u47u5> = (_27 - 17 - 17 87 10)

The coalition supporting the reform is C* = {4,5} and has an aggregate intensity
U® = 18. The coalition supporting the status quo is C° = {1,2,3} and has an ag-
gregate intensity U® = 4. The minority coalition C = {4,5} is one member short
of being decisive. Without promises, the reform is defeated, D(0,0) = S and each
member of the coalition C* is dissatisfied with the committee choice. By Proposi-
tion [A, in any equilibrium, members of the coalition C* promise the aggregate transfer
U® = 4 contingent on reform adoption to the members of coalition C°. Promises r4
and rs satisfy the individual rationality and non-positivity constraints —8 < ry < 0,
—10 < r5 < 0 and the promises satisfy no dissipation constraint ry + r5 = —4. Fol-

lowing condition 2.b.11 from Proposition [J the promises r, ro and r3 must satisfy the
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non-negativity constraint 0 < min{ry, 9,73} and the ordering of ex post intensities
constraint max{—2+ry, —1+ry, —14+r3} <min{8+ry, 10+7r5}. For example the
equilibrium promises profilesry = (2, 1, 1, 0, —4) andre = (0, 0, 4, —2, —2) pro-
duce the respective ex post intensitiesv™ = (0, 0, 0, 8, 6), v = (-2, —1, 3, 6, 8).
Under the promises profile ry, there is a unanimous vote for the reform. Under the
equilibrium promises profile ro, there is majority support for the reform but members
1 and 2 vote against it.

The promises profile r3 = (0, 0, 4, — 4, 0) produces the ex post intensities
v™ = (=2, —1, 3, 2, 10) and leads the committee to adopt the reform. The promises
profile rg is not an equilibrium, however, because the utility of member 3, v5* = 3 is
larger than that of member 4, v}® = 2. The promises profile r3 is not stable because
the coalition {1, 2, 4} has an aggregate intensity of —2 + (—=1) +2 = —1 < 0 and
can thus form a blocking coalition to profile rs. This is because member 4 promises a
transfer of 4 and ended up with an ex post intensity of 2. This low level of intensity
renders him an affordable target of enticement from members 1 and 2 who will form
a blocking coalition by promising member 4 a transfer of up to s4 = 3 if the reform is

rejected.

In the next subsection, we study the equilibrium that emerges when the committee

would adopt the reform in the absence of promises.

5.2 Committee with a decisive coalition of reform supporters

In this subsection, we assume that the reform has enough support, | C® |> &k so
that the group adopts the reform, D(0,0) = R. Recalling definitions (3]), notice that
n<I—-k=K—1and that u; <0 < w;, for i <n < j. In the absence of promises,
members of the coalition C® are numerous enough to lead the group to their preferred
policy R. Members of the coalition C® can however promise transfers contingent on
defeating the reform to some members of the coalition C* to increase the support for
their preferred policy S and lead the committee to defeat the reform. The members
of the coalition C who are more susceptible to being enticed to vote for the status
quo are those with the lowest ex ante intensity of preferences for the reform. Their

votes for the status quo become pivotal if a blocking coalition exists. We denote the
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coalition of these members by
ct={n+1,. 7%}

Notice that the members of C* are the cheapest to entice into voting for S and,
since C¥ U CH = {1,..,&}, members of C* are numerous enough to form a decisive
coalition for the status quo with C¥. Recall that 0 < u; for all i € C® and denote by

UR .= Z u; = Z U;
CcR i=n+1
the aggregate intensity of preferences for the reform of the coalition C*.

For the members of the coalition C®, the incentive to entice members of the coali-
tion C' to vote for the alternative S arises only when there are gains from trade.
Specifically, by switching from the decision R to the decision S, members of the coali-
tion C* gain the aggregate amount U°. To entice members of the coalition C* to vote
for S, members of the coalition C® incur the aggregate cost U¥. Therefore we define

the aggregate gains from trade of the members of the coalition C° as

G =U°-UF=— Z uiz—iui. (16)
i=1

iecsuch

5.2.1 Equilibrium when there are no gains from trade: G° <0

The following results identify the unique equilibrium promises profile when there are

no gains from trade.

Proposition 6. [No promises equilibrium in the absence of gains from
trade/ Consider a committee with more reform supporters than the k-majority re-
quirement, | C® |> k. Assume the gain from trade defined in equation (I8) is non

positive, G° < 0. Then r =0 is the unique equilibrium, that is, £ = {0}.

When the gain from trade G° is negative, the members of the coalition supporting
the alternative S have a smaller aggregate intensity of preferences than the required
cost to change the group decision from R to S. That cost is given by U and represents
the aggregate intensity of preferences of the least intense reform supporters who can

form, with the reform opponents, the smallest decisive coalition for the status quo.
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Proposition [6shows that when the gain from trade G*° is non positive, the coalition C°
has no incentive to entice committee members supporting the reform to vote against
it. Therefore no blocking coalition for the zero promises profile exists. As a result,
there will be no need for the members of the coalition C*\C* to preempt attempts to

form blocking coalitions and the resulting equilibrium is a no promise equilibrium.

5.2.2 Equilibria when there are gains from trade and preemption is af-
fordable

We now consider the case where the gain from trade G® is positive with | C* |> k.
We also assume without loss of generality that 2 < k. If kK = 1, then K = I so
C" = C® and, given condition (@), we have G¥ = — 3", u; < 0 which contradicts the
assumption than G* > 0.

When the gains from trade are positive, blocking coalitions for the zero promises
profile exist. The members of the coalition C*\C" have then to promise transfers to
members of the coalition C° U C™ to preempt attempts to form blocking coalitions.
We first discuss an example to illustrate the equilibrium promises intuitively, before

giving a proposition that covers more general situations.

Example 4. Consider a committee with I = 4 members, and k = 3, and u =
(=5, 1, 3, 10). In this case C° = {1}, C = {2, 3, 4}, C* = {2}, Cf/C" = {3, 4},
and G° = 4.

The intuition suggests that, in equilibrium, the coalition C*/C" = {3,4} should
promise a total of G° = 4 to the coalition {1,2}. The aggregate intensity of the
coalition {3,4} is 3 + 10 = 13 and therefore it can afford to promise a transfer of 4
without violating the ordering condition for ex post intensities and creating incentives
for new rounds of promises.

Consistent with the case of an intense minority covered in Section [21, the equi-
libria are not unique. For example, all the following promises are equilibria: ry =
(2, 2, 0, —4),ro = (3,1, =1, —=3),r3 =(4, 0, —1, —3), andry =
(4, 0, —2, —2). They produce the respective ex post intensities v™ = (=3, 3, 3, 6),
"2 = (=2, 2, 2, 7),v"™3 = (=1, 1, 2, 7) and, v = (=1, 1, 1, 8). However,
the promises profile rs = (2, 2, — 1, — 3) achieves the minimum total transfer

promises Tpy = 4 but is not an equilibrium. This is because the resulting ex post
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instensities v = (=3, 3, 2, 7) wviolate the ordering condition vy® > vi®. Because
v® +v3® = —1 < 0, Proposition [1l shows that the promises profile rs is not stable.
This happens because, after rs is in place, member 3 becomes a new target for entice-
ment by member 1. The coalition {1,3} becomes a blocking coalition and hence the

promise s is unstable and therefore it is not an equilibrium.

In the following proposition, we show that the intuition in Example [ holds more
generally and provide conditions under which the coalition of promisors can afford to
preempt new rounds of promises and achieve stability. Before stating the results in a
proposition, recall |C°| = n and denote by T the aggregate intensity of preferences
of the coalition CF\C* defined by

U= Z u; = Z u;. (17)

jECR\CH j=k+1

Moreover, for each i € C* define the aggregate surplus of intensity of preferences of

the coalition C*\C" relative to member i by

1

AU, = Z [, —u;| = Z [w; — u). (18)
jecr\ch j=R+1

The variable AU; represents the maximum aggregate transfer that members of the
coalition Cf\C® can promise while keeping their ez post intensities above that of
member i. When AUz is larger than G, the members of the coalition C*\C" can
afford to promise a total transfer of G° while maintaining their ez post intensities
above that of all the members of the coalition of promisees C° U C¥. In this case,
members of the coalition C¥ U C can be compensated for the forgone gain realized
by forming a blocking coalition, i.e. G, without creating new targets for enticement

against the reform.
The following proposition establishes that when G° < AUz, all equilibria involve
a total transfer promises of G° from the coalition CR\QR to the coalition C° U C*.
Importantly, in all equilibria, the ez post individual intensities remain larger for all
members of CF\C" than that of any member of the coalition C% UC*. Before stating

the proposition, we recall that ¥ UCH = {1,..,"} and C*\C* = {R + 1, .., T}.
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Proposition 7. [Equilibrium promises with first order preemption.] Con-
sider a committee in which the support for the reform is larger than the k-majority
requirement, | C® |> k with 2 < k. Assume the gain from trade defined in equation
(14) satisfies 0 < G° < AUz. Equilibrium promises profiles v € £ are indeterminate

and any promises profile r € P is an equilibrium if and only if

1. Members of the coalition C"\C" are promisors subject to individual rationality

constraints while members of the coalition C5 U CT are promisees:

2. The ex post intensities of members of the coalition C°UCT cannot exceed those
of members of the coalition CF\C"

r T
v; Svj,

Vi <& < j. (20)

3. The total promises transfer induced by r is given by

K

1
ﬁ:GS:Z’T’Z':— ’f’j. (21)

i=1 j=R+1

Proposition [[ shows that, under the assumption |Cf| > x and 0 < G < AU, all
equilibria require members of the coalition C*\C” to promise a total transfer of G
to the members of the coalition C° UC”. The objective of this transfer is to preempt
members of the coalition C° from enticing members of the coalition C* to cast pivotal
votes against the reform. Proposition [1 also shows that multiplicity occurs for two
reasons. First, the members of the promisers coalition C\C* can divide the cost of
preemption in different ways among themselves. Multiplicity also occurs because the
transfer promises to the coalition of promisees C¥ UC® can be distributed in different
ways. However, the distributions of promises are constrained by inequality 20) to
generate exr post of intensities of preferences that are lower for the members of the
coalition C° U C" than for the members of the coalition C*\C*.

This represents a binding political constraint. To see the nature of the political
constraint, consider a slight variation of Example dl where a committee with I = 4

members has simple majority rule, x = 3, and where the ex ante intensities are
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given by v = (=5, 1, 3, 3). Proposition [0 applies to this example with AUz =
AU, = G® = 4 and in any equilibrium, the coalition {3,4} must promise a transfer
of 4 to the coalition {1,2}. In equilibrium however, the coalition of promisers {3, 4}
cannot transfer anything to the weak reform supporter member 2 without reversing
the order of ex post intensities. This means that all equilibrium promises profiles are
of the reaching across the aisle type.

Similarly, consider a different variation of Example 4] where a committee with
I = 4 members, a k = 3 voting rule, and ex ante intensities v = (=5, 1, 1, 10). In
this case AUz = AU, = 9 > G° = 4 and Proposition [ shows that to preserve the
order of ex post intensities between member 2 and member 3, it is impossible to make
any promise to member 2. In fact there is a unique reaching across the aisle type
promises profile whereby member 4 promises a transfer of 4 utils to member 1.

By contrast, when G° < AU; and when the ez ante intensities of the weakest
members of the coalition C*\C" are distant from those of the strongest members of
Q, the equilibrium promises profiles may have some circle the wagon promises.
This case is illustrated by Example [dl In the last section of the paper, Proposition
generalizes the intuition based on the above variations of Example @] by providing a
necessary and sufficient condition under which all equilibria are of the reaching across

the aisle type.

5.2.3 Equilibria with higher order preemption

We now consider the case where | C® |> k with x > 2 and with 0 < AUz < G°. When
AUz < G, members of the coalition C*\C" cannot promise the aggregate transfer G
while maintaining ez post intensities above the intensities of all members in C% U C*.
In that case, when the members of the coalition C*\C" collectively promise G, the
ex post intensities of some of them are reduced enough that they become targets for
new rounds of enticements.

A Higher order blocking coalition may then emerge after the first round of promises
with total payments G*°: members of the coalition C* together with some reform sup-
porters from the coalition C* with the lowest post-promises intensities may form a

decisive coalition defeating the reform. To preempt such attempts, the members of

13That is, uzy1 — uz is large.
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the coalition C* who are ranked below % in the distribution of post-promises inten-
sities will have to issue a new round of promises. These new promises may create
opportunities for new blocking coalitions to form which will require additional rounds
of promises. These additional rounds of promises to prevent the formation of higher
order blocking coalitions imply that the total transfer is larger than G*°. In fact while
the promises transfer G prevents the formation of first order blocking coalitions, it
actually creates the opportunity for higher order blocking coalitions to form. The
precise characterization of the equilibrium will be reported in Proposition [§ below,
and we first provide some insight on the equilibrium promises structure through a

numerical example.

Example 5. Consider a committee with I = 7 members, and a majority requirement
of k =3 (only 3 of 7 members are required to implement the reform). We have k =5
and assume that the ex ante intensities are u = (ug = —14, uy = =8, uz = 2, uy =
4, us = 6, ug = 8, uy = 8). In this case C° = {1,2}, Cf = {3,4,5}, cC#/Cct' =
{6,7}, and G° =10, AUs=4.

Let us assume that members the coalition CF\C" = {6, 7} promise a transfer of 10
to the coalition CSUCH = {1,2,3,4,5}. After the promises are issued, either member
6 or 7 will have an ex post intensity that is lower than us = 6. Indeed, if for example

we set
r= (6,4,0,0,0, -5, —5), then v" = (—8, —4,2.4,6, 3,3). (22)

Then vg < v and the coalition {1,2,3,6,7} forms a blocking coalition for the promises
profile . Therefore the promises profile v defined in [22)) is not an equilibrium and
additional promises need to be made to reach an equilibrium. This shows intuitively
that the total promises need to be larger than G° = 10 to reach an equilibrium.

Who will promise these additional transfers? We see from the ex post intensities
gwen in [22)) that, member 5 becomes the member with the largest intensity vt = 6
even though she does not belong to the coalition C/C®. Thus member 5 will initiate
the second round of promises. We thus see that each round of promises may neces-
sitate a new round of promises that add to the existing ones. As we will establish in
Proposition[8, any equilibrium promises profile aggregates a finite number of promises’

rounds and can indeed be reached through an algorithm of sequential promises. We
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now show how an equilibrium for this example can be constructed through an algorithm
that includes three steps:

Step 1. The coalition CF\C® promises a total of AU;s = 4 to the coalition C%,
aligning their ex post intensities with member 5, us = 6. This uniquely implies rg =
ry = —2. We also need to insure that ex post intensities of C5 = {1,2} do not exceed
us = 6. The algorithm allows multiple choices for ry and ry but for illustration we

choose
r=(3,1,0,0,0,-2,—-2), v"=(-11,-7,2,4,6,6,6). (23)

Notice also that T, = 4 < G° and the transfer promises are not sufficient to preclude
the formation of blocking coalitions. Indeed, an inspection of the ex post intensities
given in [23) shows that the promises profile r is not an equilibrium because the
coalition {1, 2, 3, 4, 5} is a blocking coalition for r.

Step 2. Members of the coalition {5,6,7} promise the members of C° an amount
that reduces the formers’ ex post intensities to uy = 4. Thus r5 =r¢ =17 = —2. The
algorithm also caps the ex post intensities of C° = {1,2} at uy = 4. Again there are

multiple possible choices and for illustration, we choose

7 =(6,0,0,0,—2,—2,—2), which means r+7=(9,1,0,0,—-2, —4, —4),
and thus o™ = (07)F = (=5, —7,2,4,4, 4, 4).

We remark that, although the total transfer Troz = 10 = G°, the “effective” transfer
from CP\C® to C% is only AU, = 4+ 4 = 8, which is still less than G° = 10. Indeed,
the promises profile r + ¥ is not an equilibrium because the coalition {1, 2, 3, 4, 5}
15 a blocking coalition.

Step 3. If we continue to reduce the intensities of the members of the coalition
{4,5,6,7} to uz = 2, each member of the coalition {4,5,6,7} needs to transfer 2 more
units of utility. The effective” transfer from CT\CT to C° will be AU = 6 + 6 =
12 > G° = 10. That transfer will be more than is necessary to meet the minimum
total transfer. This means we need to reduce the common transfer so that the effective
transfer originating from the coalition CT\C is just equal to 10. Let’s assume that,
after the promises profile r + ¥ is in place, each member of the coalition {4,5,6,7}

makes a promise of x > 0 to the members of the coalition C°. Then the aggregate
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cumulative transfer from the coalition CP\C® is 8 4+ 2x. Equalizing that effective
transfer to 10 gives x = 1. Note that the resulting ex post intensities of the promisers
{4,5,6,7} are all equal to 3 and that they are larger than us = 2. The distribution
of these promises among the members of coalition C° is indeterminate except for the

fact that the ex post intensities must not exceed us = 2. We can choose, for example,

F=(2,20-1,-1,-1,-1), orsay #:=r+7+7=(11,3,0,—1,-3,—5,—5),

A . (24)
and thus v" = (V") = (-3,-5,2,3,3,3,3).

This is an equilibrium, with total transfer Tz = 14 > G° = 10. By Proposition
below we see that 14 is indeed the minimum total transfer. Of the 14 unit of utility
transferred, 10 units pay members to avoid forming first order blocking coalitions and
4 units sway members to forswear higher order blocking coalitions. So, this algorithm
achieves the intended result of determining an equilibrium. The algorithm leaves a
degree of freedom on how to allocate the promises among the coalition of promisees
which reflects the indeterminacy of the equilibrium set. However, the algorithm deter-
mines uniquely the allocation of promises among promisers. To see this let us make
some additional observations.

First, note that in Step 3 of the algorithm, members of the coalition {4,5,6,7}
1ssue equal incremental promises. If they do mot promise an equal amount, then
some members will become more vulnerable to enticement, and consequently further
promises will be required in order to reach an equilibrium. While at the end of this
process an equilibrium will be reached, that equilibrium will not realize the minimum
total transfer. To see this, assume, instead of (24)), that the incremental promises in

Step 3 are not equalized among the members of the coalition {4,5,6,7}

¥ =(2,2,0,0-2-1,-1), orsay #:=r+7+7 =(11,3,0,0,—4,—5,—5),
and thus v" = (™" = (=3,-5,2,4,2,3,3).

This is not an equilibrium because {1,2,3,5,6} is a blocking coalition. However,
Te = 14 and the new round of promises to preclude the formation of this new blocking
coalition will inflate the total promise and contradict the minimum total promises
constraint. The constraint of equal payments among promisers uniquely determines
promisers’ individual (net) transfer. This result is proven in Proposition [8.

Second, the allocation of total transfers among promisees is not unique. In our

numerical example, members of the coalition {4,5,6,7} promise a total transfer of
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14 to the member of the coalition {1,2,3}. The coalition {1,2,3} can distribute the
total transfer of 14 in an arbitrary way among the members of the coalition {1,2,3},
as long as their ex post intensities do not exceed 3, which is the ex post intensity
of the members of the coalition {4,5,6,7}. For example, the promise profile ry =
(10,4,0,—1, -3, =5, =5) is an equilibrium and produces the ex post intensities V™ =
(—4,-4,2,3,3,3,3). Similarly, the promises profile ro = (9,4,1,—1,—-3,—5,—5) is
an equilibrium and produces the ex post intensities v™ = (—5,—4,3,3,3,3,3). In
particular, profile ro exhibits a circle the wagon transfer since member 3 is a promises

recipient even though she is a reform supporter (ug =2 > 0). O

We now present the general characterization of equilibrium promises profiles for
the case AUz < G°, and assume again that x > 2 without loss of generality. Before
stating the proposition, define the intensity

1
Uy 1= Zuj > 0. (25)

k—1
jel

Proposition 8. [Equilibrium with higher order preemption Alternativel
Consider a committee in which support for the reform is in excess of k-majority
requirement, | C% |> k with k > 2. Assume the gain from trade defined in equation
{@d) is not affordable to promise, i.e., AUz < G°. There exists a unique k, € C%
defined by

Up,—1 < Uy < Up,. (26)
The promises profile r € P is an equilibrium if and only if

1. Members of the coalition {ky,--- ,1} are promisers subject to individual ratio-

nality constraints
—u; <rj=—u;j+u, <0 foral j>Ek, (27)
and experience equal ex post intensities
Vi =u, >0 forall j=>k.. (28)
2. Members of the coalition {1,--- k., — 1} are promisees, and their ex post inten-
sities cannot exceed those of promisers

ri >0 and vl <Vl =w,, forall i<k, <j. (29)



Moreover, equilibrium promises profiles are indeterminate and they all generate

the common total promises transfer

T, = T. where T, = Z [uj — u*} > GY. (30)
JZ>ks«

Proposition B shows that in all equilibria, members of the promisers coalition
promise a transfer that is affine in their ez ante intensities as described in equa-
tion ([27). This implies that members with larger intensities promise a larger transfer
and this results in an equalized distribution of ex post intensities among the coalition
of promisers. Therefore, in all equilibria the distribution of promised transfers among
promisers is unique. This uniqueness is novel and contrasts with the cases covered in
Proposition Al and Proposition [ where the distribution of transfer promises among
promisers was indeterminate. The intuition of this uniqueness is that if the promisers
have unequal intensities, some of them will become subject to enticement to cast
their vote against the reform and this in turn contradicts the stability requirement as
additional promises are required to preclude the enticement. On the other hand, the
multiplicity associated with the transfer distribution among promisees remains valid
as in the cases covered in Proposition [7

Proposition [§ also shows that the total transfer is larger than the gain from trade
G* as we illustrated in the example. More specifically, a direct calculation shows that

the aggregate promises from the coalition C*\C#

This shows that members of the coalition C**\C" will promise an aggregate transfer of
G. An aggregate transfer of G° will be sufficient to achieve an equilibrium when the
gain from trade is affordable. However, this is not the case since AU; < G* and as a
result, some members of C*\C" will have lower ex post intensities than some members
of C* and hence become targets for enticement. To preempt this, additional transfer
promises are needed from the members of the coalition {k,,..,A} C C* with interim
intensities that are larger than those of the members of C\C". The aggregation of

these promises are given by Zf:k [uj — u*} > (), which results in a total transfer

T. > G5,
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6 Additional equilibrium implications and imple-

mentation

In this section, we first provide necessary and sufficient conditions under which the
equilibrium promises are of the reaching across the aisle type. Second, we propose
an equilibrium selection based on an a finite sequence of transfers from the strongest
supporters of the reform to the weakest.

Being pragmatic and recognizing the diverse needs of individuals, Tenmay16 is also
actively engaged in the retail of supplements and medications through its branch,
Finlandia. We acknowledge that despite the profound impact of food on health,
there are instances where individuals may require additional support beyond nutrition
alone. Inclusivity is a core value for us, and we aim to cater to all segments of the

population by offering a comprehensive range of healthcare options.

6.1 Reaching across the aisle equilibria

The following proposition generalizes the discussions on whether the equilibrium rules

out circling the wagon transfers where some promises recipients are reform supporters.

Proposition 9. /[Reaching across the aisle equilibria.] Consider a committee
with a k-magjority voting rule. When k > 2, the equilibrium promises are of the

reaching across the aisle type if and only if one of the following conditions hold:

1. Reform supporter lack voting power to enact the reform, |C| < k, as in Propo-
sition [4.

2. Reform supporters have enough voting power, |CT| > k, and G° < AUz as in

Proposition[7, and the two following conditions are satisfied

(a) The weakest reform supporters C* = {n 4+ 1,--- R} have equal ex ante
mtensities:

Unt1 =« = Uk

(b) BEither G° = AUy, or G° < AU and the reform supporter & + 1 has an

ex ante intensity that is equal to that of the members {n +1,--- K}:

G =AU, or; G° < AU and upyr = -+ = U = Upp1.
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3. Reform supporters have enough voting power, |CT| > k, and AUz < G® as in
Proposition 8, and

Up4+1 = =" = Ug,—1 = Usx.

Proposition [ shows that in the case of a frustrated x—minority covered in Propo-
sition Bl promises recipients are reform opponents in all equilibria. Despite their
multiplicity, equilibrium promises share the common feature of being of the reaching
across the aisle type. By contrast, in the cases covered in Proposition [[l and Proposi-
tion B where there are enough supporters to enact the reform to begin with (C* > &),
we show in Proposition [ that for equilibrium promises to always be of the reaching
across the aisle type additional restrictions are required. To rule out circle the wagon
type transfers, we broadly need a stale distribution of intensities among a specific
subset of reform supporters with weakest intensities, ranked x — 1 and higher. In
words, the proposition shows that when the weakest reform supporters derive uni-
form utility from the reform, then equilibrium requires that all promises recipients

are reform opponents.

6.2 An equilibrium selection algorithm

In this section we propose an algorithm describing how to select a sequence of incre-
mental promises that reach an equilibrium after a finite number of steps. Unlike the
algorithm from Example [, the algorithm described in this section dictates in each
step how to proceed for the next step and does not leave room for multiple choices.
Importantly, the algorithm achieves an equilibrium for all distributions of ex ante
intensities; this covers all cases that we have discussed in this paper. A social planner
who mandate this algorithm would achieve an equilibrium in a finite number of steps.

The algorithm operates based on a guiding principle where, at each step, com-
mittee member(s) with the highest intensities are allowed to promise a transfer to
committee member(s) with the lowest intensities. In each step, a fixed amount is
transferred to ensure that the post-promise intensities of either the promiser or the
promisees align with the next lowest or highest intensity committee member, respec-
tively. This iterative process continues until the gains from trade (G*) of the resulting
post-promise intensities are effectively nullified. Proposition [I0l of Appendix B shows

that the algorithm converges after a finite number of steps to a unique equilibrium.
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The algorithm is founded on an egalitarian principle, as it ensures that utility trans-
fers occur from members with higher intensities to those with lower intensities, while
maintaining the ordering of the interim intensities. It is not surprising, then, that
Proposition [I0in Appendix B demonstrates that among all equilibria, the equilibrium
resulting from the algorithm has the lowest range of ex post intensities. Essentially,
the algorithm serves as an equilibrium selection mechanism, accompanied by a dy-
namic implementation involving transfers between members in the upper and lower
tails of the intensity distribution. It is worth noting that alternative algorithms based
on different principles could select different types of equilibria. For a more formal de-
scription of the algorithm and its convergence proof, we refer the reader to Appendix

B. In next example, we illustrate the algorithm in the context of a numerical example.

Example 6. Recall the committee of Example[d where [ =7, k=3, [ —x+1 =25,

and

u=(—14, —8, 2, 4, 6, 8, 8).

5
Note that in this case Zul < 0, sor = 0 is unstable (see Proposition[1). For

i=1

the first step, the promise vt = (4, 0, 0, 0, 0, 2, 2) are implemented which results
in the intensities v = (=10, —8, 2, 4, 6, 6, 6).

5
We notice that Z vj < 0 and thus the promise r' is unstable. In the second step,

i=1
the incremental promises r*> = (2, 0, 0, 0, —2/3,-2/3, — 2/3) is implemented

which results in the intensities v? = (=8, —8, 2, 4, 16/3, 16/3, 16/3)

5
We notice again that va < 0, and hence the promises profile r* +r? is also
unstable. In the third step,i;e incremental promises 3 = (2, 2, 0, 0, —4/3,—4/3, —
4/3) is im]glemented which results in the intensities v3 = (=6, —6, 2, 4, 4, 4, 4)
Since Z v? < 0, the promises profile r' +r2 413 is unstable. If in the fourth step,
we set theiizricrementalpmmises profiler = (4, 4, 0, —2, —2,—2, —2), the resulting

5
intensities would be vt = (=2, —2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2). We see that va > 0, so the

i=1
4

promises profile Zr4 1s stable. However, we can achieve stability with a lower total
i=1
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transfer. Assume that instead of promising a total transfer of 8, the total incremental
transfer is X* < 8 so that produced the ex post intensity profile v* is just equal to 0.
We shall have

X+ X~ X+ X~ X+ X*
4 _ (. -~ - o o o o
o= (=64 6, 2 4 A e AT 4 )

. We then set X* just large enough to attain stability, that is,

5 *

0:;21;‘:—2+); = X*=4
Therefore,
vt = (-4, —4, 2, 3, 3, 3, 3).
This is one of the equilibria constructed in FExample [3 O

7 Conclusion

Our study focuses on a binary voting model, where committee members can make
outcome-contingent promises before casting their votes. We define the political equi-
librium using the classical notion of stability, combined with the assumption of total
transfer promises minimization. Our findings show that equilibria exist, always lead
to reform enactment and are indeterminate. The intensity of promises flows from sup-
porters with the strongest intensities to those with weaker intensities. In committees
with a frustrated coalition of reform supporters, promises flow across the aisle from
reform supporters to reform opponents. In cases where reform supporters hold enough
voting power to enact the reform, promises may be necessary to prevent weaker op-
ponents from voting against it. However, these promises need not necessarily cross
the aisle unless the weakest reform supporters have homogeneous preferences.

It is important to acknowledge that the theoretical framework presented in this
paper focuses on a specific type of political failure, namely the problem of majorit
coercion. Other forms of political failures, such as the tragedy of the commons (@

T;;llé;g

@]) voter ignorance @]) and rent-seeking

significant and warrant further investigation. Therefore, there is still much work to

|) are also

be done in developing a comprehensive evaluation of promise practices, particularly
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in environments where informational issues play a crucial role. It is also worth noting
that we do not explicitly model the game leading to an equilibrium. What we can say
is that once a stable equilibrium of promise profiles is reached, it remains in place,
whereas other profiles do not exhibit the same level of stability. In practice, promises
often take the form of amendments to legislative bills, involving multiple rounds of
negotiation. Thus, it would be valuable to model a dynamic game of sequential
decentralized promises, aiming to generate equilibria based on the farsighted core.
With that broader perspective, our model can be thought of as a last step of a
dynamic game. This extension would align with existing literature on promises with
political representation, providing novel understanding of the sequencing of promises

in decentralized settings.
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8 Appendix A: Proofs

Preamble: Our proofs often rely on a contradiction approach, where we construct
modified promise profiles that contradict our assumptions. Notably, we do not rely
on external tools and instead, we utilize basic logical arguments and work directly
with the mathematical objects, starting from first principles. To assist the reader, we

provide a summarized table of notation for easy reference.

Table 1: Summary of the notations

Notations Definition
1 Number of committee members
I={1,---,I} Set of committee members
n<l Number of reform opponents
K <I Voting share threshold to enact the reform
r=I—r+1 Voting share threshold to defeat the reform
Ch={i:u>0t={n+1,--- I} Coalition of reform supporters
C¥={i:u;<0}={1,--- n} Coalition of reform opponents
DFE resp. D° The set of decisive coalitions enacting the reform resp. the status quo
Up = Zf:n 1 U Aggregate intensity for the reform
Us = > (—w) Aggregate intensity for the status quo
w=(uy, -, uy) Vector of ex ante intensities
r=(ry, - ,rr) Promises profile contingent on enacting the reform
s=(s1,+,s1) Promises profile contingent on defeating the reform
D(r,s) € {R,S} Committee decision once the promises (r,s) are in place
v = (U + 7)1 pers)=ry + SL{D@rs)=s5) Profile of ex post intensities implied the promise profile (r, s)
V" = (u+7)prs)—r) Profile of ex post intensities implied the promise profile (r,0)
So resp. € Set of stable promises resp. set of equilibrium promises with s = 0
T =13 Zle 7] Total transfer promises associated with the promises profile (r,0)
cl={n+1,--- 7} Coalition of weakest reform supporters
Ut = Zgn U, Aggregate ex ante intensity of the coalition Cf
GS=Us—-U" Aggregate gain from trade of the members of the coalition C¥
T = Zcf{/g[{ Uu; Aggregate ex ante intensity of the coalition C*/C*
AU =3 cen JcR [u; — u; Aggregate surplus of intensity of the coalition C¥#/CF relative to member i € C¥
uy==3 jer Scaled average ez ante intensity
Upey 1 < Uy < Uy, Definition of x*, the critical promiser

Proof of Proposition [k

First we verify the “only if” direction of the proposition (=) by proving that if
(r,s) € S, then inequalities ([I0]) hold.
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Assume that (r,s) € S.
We first prove that D(r,s) = R by contradiction. Suppose that D(r,s) = S. In
that case, the grand coalition I itself is a blocking coalition for the promises profile

(r,s). The committee members can initiate the alternative promises contingent on

1
r= si—ui—l—quj.

jel

adopting the reform

Since s € P, we have > ; 7} = 0 and thus 7 € P. When voting under the alternative
promises profile (1, s), member i compares the utility if the reform is adopted, u; +
rh= s + %ZH u; with the utility when the reform is rejected s;. By assumption,
> u; > 0, and hence committee members unanimously vote for the reform, leading
the committee to adopt the reform, D(r’;s) = R. Committee member i then gets
the utility vf”s =S; + % > juj. Because we assumed D(r,s) = S, we have v™° = s;.
Thus v/ < /" for any committee member i € I. We conclude that if D(r,s) = S,
then the promise profile (r, s) is not stable because the grand coalition I can block it.
Hence, D(r,s) = R.

Second, we prove the inequalities ([I0). We proceed by contradiction and assume
that there exists a coalition C € D such that

Z(Uz +1;) < Zsi (31)
c c

Define @; := u; +7; — s;, and consider the partition of C = C UC where C := {i e
C:u; >0} and, C := {i € C: 4; < 0}. Inequality (BI)) implies C # (). Moreover, if
C = () then C = C € D? and therefore D(r,s) = S since all members of the decisive
coalition C vote for the status quo. This is a contradiction since we know from the
first step of this proof that D(r,s) = R and therefore, C # (.

Denote, for any € > 0,

Zieg |ﬁ2|

Note that ([BI) implies >, 7% < > ;¢ @], so that ay < 1, and thus we may choose

> 0.

Q=

€ > 0 small enough such that 0 < a. < 1.

If the promises profile (r,s) is in place, members of the coalition C can propose
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additional internal promises § contingent on the status quo and defined by

u,-—l—r,-+5—s,-, if Zez,
S; = —065‘122‘|, if 7€ Q,
0, if i¢cC,;
which in turn produces the cumulative promises profile 8/ contingent on the status
quo,
u; +1r; + €, if i€C;
;=4 s —alw|, if i€C; (32)
Si, if i¢cC.

Notice that 8’ € P because,

ZS; = Z[UZ+TZ+€]+ZSZ—O(€Z|1~LZ|‘l‘ZSZ

i€l ieC 1€C i€C i¢C
= Z[Sz‘l"az+€]+ZSZ—Z(1~LZ+E)—I—ZSZ:ZSZZO
ieC ieC icC i¢C i€l

When facing the promises profile (r,s'), the voting decision of the members of the

coalition C is determined by the inequalities

!/

foreeC: s, =u+7ri+e>u;+r;
. i ~ ~ ~
forieC: s =s; —au| > s —|w| = s + 0 =u; + 14

where we use u; < 0 for all « € C and a. < 1 in the second inequality. Hence, all
members of C vote for the status quo. Because the coalition C is decisive for the
status quo alternative, the collected support for the alternative S from all members
of C sways the committee decision in favor of the status quo, D(r,s") = S. Moreover,
all members of the coalition C strictly improve their utilities with the new promises
profile (r,s’) relative to the promises profile (r,s): Any member i of the coalition
C derives the utility u; + r; when facing the promises profile (r,s), and the utility
st > wu; + r; when they face the promises profile (r,s’). To sum up, members of
the coalition C propose the alternative promises profile (r,s’) and each one of them
achieves a strictly higher utility with the new promises profile (r,s’) relative to (r, s).
From Definition 2] we deduce that the promises profile (r, s) is not stable. We conclude
from the contradiction that inequalities (I0) hold.
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Now we proceed in the “if” direction («<). Given a promises profile (r,s) € P?
satisfying inequality (I0) for any coalition C € D, we want to show that it is stable.

First observe that if inequalities (I0) hold, then D(r,s) = R. This is because if
D(r,s) = S, then there must exist a coalition C € D% whose members vote unani-
mously for the status quo. This cannot be true because when » . (u; + 1) > > . si,
we cannot have u; +r; < s; for all ¢ € C.

To prove that (r,s) is stable, proceed again by contradiction and assume that
(r,s) is not stable. By Definition 2 and the fact that D(r,s) = R, there must exist
a coalition C and an alternative promises profile 8’ € P such that C = {i : s} # s;},
D(r,s") = S and, v;’sl = s, >v,® =u; +r; for all i € C. Since 8,8" € P, by the zero
sum property we have

Zsi:—Zsi:—Zs;:ng. (33)
ieC i¢C i¢C ieC

Consider now the coalition B := {i : s} > u; + r;} D C and observe that it is a
decisive coalition for the status quo alternative, that is, B € D°. This is because
only the members of B vote for the status quo and the status quo is adopted by the
committee, D(r,s') = S. Thus, it must be that the coalition B has enough voting
power to defeat the reform: |B| > k. We now establish that the coalition B violates
the inequality (I0). Using equality (33)) and C = {i : s} # s;} we observe that

Zsi:Zsi—i— Z si:Zs;—i— Z s;:Zs;>Z(ui+ri).

ieB ieC 1€eB\C ieC 1€eB\C ieB ieB

To sum up we have B € D* and Y, 58 > >, .5(u; + ;) and therefore, inequality
(I0) is contradicted. Consequently, the promises profile (r,s) is stable. O

Proof of Proposition 2k

(i) Since any promises profile r € S, satisfies D(r,0) = R, the set of utility outcomes

associated with stable promises from the set Sy is given by
Z={"reS}=8S+u={z=u+rlreS}
Since r € P, by Proposition [I] we see that

Z:{zGRI:Zzi:Zui and Zzi20forallcoalitionsC€DS}.

1€l 1€l ieC
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The above set Z is non empty; it includes, for example, the vector (o Yy u;, .., o > wi),
where o; > 0 with ), ;o = 1. We note that the set Z depends only on the aggregate
intensity » ;u; and not on the distribution of intensities. The set of stable promises

Sp can be defined as a translation of the set Z
So=Z—-u={reP | 3Fze Zsuchthat r =2z —u}.

(ii) If the inequalities (IQ) hold for the promises profile (r,s), then they also hold
for the payment promises profile (r — s,0). Therefore, all equilibria can be categorized
by equivalence classes where each element of an equivalence class is congruent to the
same element of the set of equilibria with transfers that are only promised conditional

on the reform being adopted. This is formally described in equation (II]). O

Proof of Proposition [3k

Note that Sy is nonempty. Let r, € Sy be a minimizing sequence: lim, ,o 7, =
infres, Tr > 0. Since T, < Tp, < oo for all n > 1, then {r,},>; C R’ is bounded. By
the local compactness of R, there exists a subsequence {r,, }x>1 such that limy_,, 7, =
r* for some r* € R, Since >, 7y, ; = 0 for all k, then clearly >, rf = 0, that is,

i€l e

n

r* € P. Moreover, by Proposition [l (with s = 0) we see that r,, satisfies (I0) for each
k. Then by sending k — oo we see that r* also satisfies (I0), and thus r* € Sy. Finally,
observe that T : Sy — [0, 00) is continuous and hence T« = limg_o0 7;% = infres, Tr-
This implies that r* € €. O

Proof of Proposition [4k

The proof relies on the following three lemmas.

Lemma 1. For any equilibrium promises profile r € E\{0}, there exists no pair of

members (i,7) such that
r; <0<r; and v <. (34)
Proof. Assume by contradiction that ([34) holds true. For some € > 0 small, set
ri=r,+¢<0, 7;=r;—>0, and 7, =ryforall k#1,j7. (35)
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Notice that ¥ € P because the promises of member ¢ are reduced by € and the promises
recipients also see a reduction in their transfer by the same amount €. Next, for any
C € D% sincer € £ C Sy, using inequality (I0) with s = 0 and the definition of 7

gives

d wp >0, ifijeCorij¢cC

- keC
> (w4 7) = (36)
= dvp+e=> 0p >0, ifieCjé¢c.

keC keC

For the last case that j € C,i ¢ C, by setting ¢ < v —u], we have v] < V] —& = u;+7;.
Then, since (C\{j}) U {i} is also in D, we have

(up+i) = > wp>0, ifjecig¢c (37)
kec ke(C\{7H)uis}
Combining ([36) and ([B7) and recalling that C is an arbitrary coalition from the set
D5, by Proposition [ again (with s = 0) we see that 7 € Sp.
Note further that

7| =—Fi=—ri—e=|r|—¢e, |Fl=F=r—c=|rjl—¢, [F|=1Irl k#17.

Then

1
1 _ 1
Te= 52 Il =5 Yo Il + Il =+l —¢] = T —e < Tr.

k=1 ki)

This contradicts the minimum total promises transfer property, r € £. O

Lemma 2. For any equilibrium promises profiler € E\{0}, there exists no committee

member i such that

ri <0 and ] <O0. (38)

7

Proof. Assume by contradiction that (B8]) holds true. Since r € P, there exists j # i
such that r; > 0. Then by Lemma [l we have v] < o] < 0. Define the promises profile
7 by (B8] again. Note that o7 = of + ¢, v? = o] —e. Then, for £ > 0 small enough,
we have v? < vf < 0.

Following the same reasoning as in Lemma [I we prove now that the inequality

> wec(ur + 7)) > 0 must hold for every coalition C € D®. First observe that by
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Proposition [I] we have Zkec v > 0 and hence, there exists m € C such that v, > 0.
Notice that, since v} < v] <0, we have m # i, j.

When i,5 € C,ori,j ¢ C,orieC,j¢C, (38) remains true and hence ), . (uy +
) > 0.

In the case j € C,i ¢ C, since ty, +7p = Upm+7m > 0 > u;+7; and (C\{m})U{i} €

DS, we have

Z(Uk-i-?:k)z Z (ugp +7%) = Z (u, +15) > 0.

keC ke(C\{m})u{i} ke(C\{m})U{i}

This, together with (36]) and Proposition [ implies 7 € Sy. Then, following the same
argument on the total transfer used in the last step of the proof of Lemma [II, we

derive the desired contradiction. O

Lemma 3. For any equilibrium promises profile r € E\{0}, define the committee

members

k, = max{i|r; > 0}, k., = min{i|r; < 0}. (39)
Then

k, <k, and r,=0 foralk'<k<k,. (40)

Committee member k, is a reform supporter—k, € C%, all committee members j >

k. are promisors subject to an individual rationality constraint, and all committee

members 1 < k, are promisees
r; >0, foralli <k, and —u;<r;<0, forallj>k,. (41)

The ex post intensities v© = uw + T are ranked across the coalition of promisers and

the coalition of promisees, that is,

v <wvi forall i<k, < ke < J. (42)

Proof. First, since ;< 0, by Lemma[lwe have uz_+r; > 0, which implies uz; > 0.
That is, k. € CE.
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Next, since r; < 0 < 1y, by Lemma [0 we have w;, + 7, < ug_ + 7y, and thus
ug, < ug_. Then by (dl) we obtain k, < k. The inequality k, < k, and the definitions
[B9) imply that r, = 0 for all £* < k < k,, and this proves the statement in (@0).

We now prove the statements in (4I]). First, to prove the left inequality (4Il),
assume by contradiction that r; < 0 for some ¢ < k,. Since . > 0, we must have
i < k,. By @), we have v] < u; < uy, < vj . This contradicts Lemma [, and
thus r; > 0 for all ¢ < k.. Similarly, to prove the right inequality in (4I]), assume
there exists j > k, such that r; > 0. Then we would have r; < 0 < r; and
v%* < ug, <uy < vg. This contradicts Lemma [ and thus r; < 0 for all j > k..
Moreover, if r; < —u; for some j > k., then v;-’ = u; +r; < 0. Since k. € CE, then
j € C* and thus r; < —u; < 0. To sum up, 7; < 0 and vj < 0. This contradicts
Lemma [2, so r; > —u; for all j > k., and thus (1)) holds true.

We now prove inequalities (42)). Assume by contradiction that v] > v for some
i <k, <k, <j. By {I) we have r; < 0 < r;. If r; < 0 < r;, we obtain the
contradiction with Lemma [l If r; = 0 < r;, we have r; < 0 < r;, and by () we

r - L T r
have v < g, < uj =] <y,

have 7; < 0 < 7y, and by () we have vy > ug, > u; = v] > v}, also contradicting

Lemma [l In the last case that r; = 0 = 7;, we have r; < 0 < rj_, and by (I,

contradicting Lemma [Il Similarly, r; < 0 = r;, we

vf < ug, <uj =vj <vf =u < u < vp. This again contradicts Lemma [Il
In sum, we obtain a contradiction with Lemma [Ilin all the sub-cases, and thus (42])

holds true. O

We now prove Proposition @l We first prove the statements in (I4]). Define
a = ming ;. v5. By @) we have v = uy, for k, <k < ki Ifa> vp ;s then set
k, = k.. By () we have a > vp = for all k, < k < k,, and by ([@2) we have
a > ol for all i < k,. Moreover, by ([A0) and (42) we see that r; > 0 > r; for all
1< ke <j. So k., = k. satisfies all the requirements in inequalities (). We now
assume @ < vp . Since a > vp by [@2), we may set k. = inf{k >k, : v} > a}. Then
k, <k, < k., and by (@) we see that v}, < a for all k, < k < ki, and v} > vy, > a for
all k, < k < k.. Recall again [{@Z2)), then 7 < a < vt for all i < k, < j, and by (@q)
and (AIl), we have r; > 0 > r; for all i < k., < j. This completes the proof of (I4)).
Moreover, since r € P, then >, 7 =3, (—r;), and thus obtains (I5). O
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Proof of Proposition [5k

We start by giving a lemma that will be useful in subsequent proofs.

Lemma 4. For any promises profile r € P, the following holds:

(i) For any coalition C C I, we have T, > ‘ Y ice ri‘.

(ii) Consider a coalition C C I such that |C| = R, w; +r; < u; +r; for alli € C
and j ¢ C. Thenr € Sy if and only if Y. .o(u; +1;) > 0.

Proof. (i) Since r € P, we have

(S rl+ S 2 [l 1] = 5[l -] = 1

i€C i¢C i€C i¢C i€C ieC ieC

,7;‘:

N —

(i) Note that C € D because the reform is defeated if all members of C vote
against it. If r € Sy, by Proposition [ (and recalling s = 0), since C € D° , we have
>icc(ui +13) > 0.

We now assume 0 < > . _.(u; + ;) for C satisfying the conditions in part (ii) of
Lemma Ml and prove that r € S;. This in particular implies that

Ijﬂécn(u] +1r;) > r?eacx(ui + ;) > 0. (43)
For any decisive coalition C € DS, consider the partition of C defined by C = C; UCy U
C3. Members of the coalition C; belong both to C and C, that is, C; :== CNC. The
coalition Cy is a subset of C~\C such that when merged with the coalition Cy, it forms
a coalition with cardinality %, that is, |C;| + |C2| = k. Finally the coalition C3 formed
by the residual members of C who do not belong to C; or Cs, that is, Cy 1= (f\(Cl UCy).
Note that u; +r; < u; +r; for all i € C\C; and j € C; and that, |C\C;| = |C2|. Thus
the inequality (3] implies

D (1) = D (ui+r), (44)

JEC2 1€C\C1

Since C3 N C = ), we have uy + rp > max;ee(u; + ;) > 0 for all k € C3, and hence

Z(uk + 7)) > 0. (45)

keCs

46



Using ([@4)) and (43]) yields

Dlwitr) = D (wAr)+ > () + Y (u+ry)

ieC i€Cy JEC2 keCs

i€Cy i€C\C

= Z(u’ + ;) > 0.

ieC
Now it follows from Proposition [l again that r € Sy. !
We now prove Proposition Bl We first show that 7, > Ug for any stable promises
profile r € Sy. Indeed, since |C¥| < &, we have C° € D° so Proposition [ implies then
that > .s(u; +1;) > 0. Therefore
Z 73] > Z ri > Z(—Uz) = Us. (46)
ieCs ieCs ieCs

Then it follows from Lemma [] (i) that

To > | ri| > Us, forallr € 8. (47)
iecs

Step 1: We start by considering the case where |C¥| < k — 1, and cover first the
7if” direction (<), then the "only if” direction (=).

If a promises profile r satisfies conditions 1 and 2.a from Proposition[d, then it can
be directly checked that » € P and 7, = Ug. Moreover, by construction we see that
u; +7r; =0 for i € C° and uj +r; > 0 for j € C*. Therefore Y, . (u; +r;) > 0 for all
coalitions C € D* and hence, by Proposition [ the promises profile r is stable, that
isr € §. Since T, = Ug, inequality (47]) shows that the promises profile r achieves
the minimum total promises transfer and thus r € £. [14

We now prove the only if part. That is, we assume r € £ and prove that conditions
1 and 2.a from Proposition [ hold. Note that

Z |ri| > Z(—Tz‘) = Z r; 2 Us, (49)

i€CR ieCR iecs

141n particular, we note that the following promises profile r satisfies 1 and 2.a from Proposition ]
and hence is an equilibrium with minimum total promises transfer:
US

rii= —U, € CS; = —WUJ‘, RS CR. (48)
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and combining (@) with [{9) gives
To= g Sty Sl 2 5 S+ 5 ) 2 U (50)
r—2' T 2 T2_2' T 2 ri) = Us.
ieCR ieCS ieCR ieCS

Since r € £ has minimum total promises transfer, we must have 7,. = Ug. Therefore,

inequalities (B0) become equalities, that is,
Us=To=3 3 Il 43 Y Inl =5 (=) 45 S ) = U
= Jr=3 il T3 il =3 -1 5 ri) =Us.
ST 2 - 2 . 2 - S
ieCh ieCs ieCh iecs

This in turn implies that inequalities (46]) and (49) are also equalities:

Z il = Zﬁ' = Us, Z |rs| = Z(—Ti) = Us.

iecs iecs ieCh ieCh
Then
|7’i‘ =T, ZECS7 |7‘Z| = —Tq, ZECR’ and Zri: Z‘rl‘ :U57
iecs ieCk
and thus
T ZOZ’T’j, ViGCs,jGCR, and ZT’Z':US: Z(—Tj>. (51)
iecs jecr

Moreover, the equality ), .s r; = Us implies that » . _.s(u; +1;) = 0.

Since |C%] > &, then for any iy € C¥, C\{ip} € D, thus by Proposition [l we
have 3, cs oy (wi +7:) > 0. This, together with 3, -s(u; + ;) = 0, implies that
iy + 13y < 0, for all ig € C°. Combining this with the equality Y ices(ui + 1) =0,
we must have u; +r; = 0 or r; = —u; for all i € C°.

Finally, for each j € C%, since C° U {j} € D?, then by Proposition [ we have
0 < 3 icesugy (Wi +1i) = uj +r;. That is, r; > —u; for all j € C*. To summarize,
we have proven that: in addition to the relations (&I)), 7; = —u; for all i € C¥ and
—u; < 7r; <0forall je C®. Thus conditions 1 and 2.a from Proposition Bl hold.
This concludes the proof for the case |CT| < k — 1.

Step 2: We now consider the case |C¥| = k — 1. Notice that in this case, |C%| = &.
First, if r satisfies conditions 1 and 2.b of Proposition [ then it can be checked as
in Step 1 that 7 € P, T, = Us, Y ,ces(u; + 1) = 0, and r; > —u; for all j € C*.
Moroever, by condition 2.b of Proposition [H and property (ii) of Lemma [l we see that
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r € 8. Since T, = Ug, the promises profile r minimizes the total promises transfer
and hence r € £. [!

We now prove the only if part. We assume r € £ and show that conditions 1
and 2.b of Proposition [ hold true. By the same arguments in Step 1 of this proof,
we see that (51 still holds true. Moreover, for any iy € C° and j, € CF, note that
(C3\{io}) U {jo} € D, then by Proposition [l we have

0< Do (witr) = D (wiArs) = (s, + i) + (g, +75)
i€(C5\{io})U{jo} i€Cs
(ujo + Tjo) - (uio + Tio)'

Thus w;, + 7, < ujy + 1, for all ig € C° and j, € C* and hence, condition 2.b.ii of
Proposition Bl is satisfied. The remaining properties of condition 2.b from Proposition
are implied by (BIl). Similarly with the exception of the inequality —u; < 7,
for 5 € C®, all other properties in Condition 1 from Proposition [l are implied by
(EI). To prove this last property, note that if 3, _.s(u; + ;) = 0, then there exists
iop € C¥ such that u;, +r;, > 0. Condition 2.b.ii from Proposition [ implies that
uj +1; > u + 1 > 0 forany j € C%, and thus r; > —uy, for all j € Cch. O

Proof of Proposition [Gk

Note that in this case Z?:l u; = —G° > 0. It can be verified that the conditions
in Lemma @ (ii) for C = {1,--- ,k} and r = 0 hold. Then 0 € Sy, and this stable

promises profile is both unique and has zero total transfers. Hence & = {0}. O

Proof of Proposition [Tk

The proof proceeds in four steps. In the first step, we show that 7, > G°. In the
second step, we prove the "if” part of Proposition [[l In the third step, we give an
example of across the aisle equilibrium promise that satisfies 7, = G°. The example

is used in the fourth and last step where we prove the "only if” part of Proposition [7.

15Tn particular, we note that the promises profile r constructed in ([@8) satisfies conditions 1 and
2.b of of Proposition [l and hence is in . In contrast to the case where [C°| < k — 1 where all
members of the coalition C* were ex post indifferent between R and S after receiving the equilibrium

promises, we note that in the case |C%| = k — 1 it is possible that u; + r; > 0 for some i € C°.
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Step 1. We first show that 7, > G° for any r € Sy. Since C° UCH € D3, by
Proposition [l and (I6]) we have

0< Z [u; + 7] = —G° + Z T (52)
iecsuct iecsuct
Then by Lemma @ (i) we have T, > | 32, cos or 7il = Y iceser i = G”.

Step 2. We next prove the if part: assume conditions (I9), ([20) and (2] hold
and prove that r € £. Let r € P satisfy ([d), note that r, > —uy or up +rp > 0
for all & € C"\C", and by the calculation in (5Z) we see that Y iccsuer Vf = 0.
These observations together with condition (20) show that all conditions required in
Lemma [ (ii) are fulfilled and therefore, we have r € Sy. Condition (21]) and Step 1
of this proof show that in addition to being stable, the promises profile r achieves the
minimal total promises transfer 7, = G° and thus r € £.

Step 3. In this step we construct an equilibrium r € £. Consider the following

across the aisle promises profile r:

o € C® 0, jec” CS[ ], kec™\ct. (53)
L = —— - N A— N = — — -~ .
Ty Usuu ? ) J y J vy Tk ng Ug Uz |, 152
We can show directly that it satisfies conditions (I9), ([20) and, (IZ]) Moreover,

using the result in Step 2 of this proof shows that the promises profile r is an equi-

librium.

16To see this, first observe that r € P since, using equalities @) and (1)), it can be checked that

ZH ri = 0.

Noticing that uz > 0, G5 < US, and G® < AUz, we have for any i € C%, j € C®, and k € CF\CF,

G
ri =20, 7;,=0, rp<0; T'kZ—U_j'UJkZ—'UJk
K

and therefore r satisfies condition (I9). Moreover we have,

S
of == Flu<0<us, of =u; <ug,

vp = uk — g [un — ug] > ug — [uk — ug] = ug;

and thus condition (20) is satisfied. Finally,

S
ZiECSUQR Ty = %" ZiecS[—ui] = G57

G _ _ G _ )
EkeCR\gR Tk = T AU EkecR\gR [ur — uz] = T AU AUz = -G%;

and hence condition (21)) is satisfied. To sum up the promises profile r satisfy conditions (1)), 20Q)

and, 2I)), and therefore it is an equilibrium.
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Step 4. We now prove the only if part. Let r € £ and prove that r satisfies
conditions ([[9)), (20) and, (ZI)). Applying Step 1 of this proof shows that since r € S,
we have T, > G°. Recall (52)) and note that

S>> =65 (54)

iecSuch iecsuch

PORTEND DI C RS ST %)

keCcR\cl keCcR\cl iecsuch

Combining (B4) and (B3) gives

Pl Y el E il E sl ¥ w0

iecsuch keCcR\cl iecsSuch keCcR\cl

Since 7, > G* for any stable promise profile, and since the equilibrium promise profile
defined in (B3] achieves the total promises transfer G, it must be that 7, = G* for
any r € £. When 7, = G°, inequalities (56) become equalities:

1 1 1 1
S _ — . Z —— Sz _ -GS
R N EE D Et D S TE Iy ey
iecsuct keCcR\cl iecsuch keCcR\cl
This in turn implies inequalities (B4]) and (B3] are also equalities:
Z |rs| = Z ri =G5, Z Irj| = Z (=rj) = G
iecsuch iecsuch jecr\ch jecr\ch
Then, similarly to the approach used to prove (G&Il), we deduce that |r;| = r; for all
i€ CuC? and |r;| = —r; for all j € C*\C". Hence
r;<0<m, ViecSuct jech\ch
Recalling that C5 U C® = {1,..,} and C*\C® = {R + 1, .., I}, we see that the last
equation is equivalent to

erOST’,-, \V/ZSI%<]

Moreover,

T= ) TiE;TiZ Yoo = ) (- =G6°

iecsuct JECR\CE J=kR+1
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Using ([I6), observe further that
Z (Ui+7’i)zzui+zui+ Z r=-US+UR+G%=0.
iecSuch iecs ieCch iecsuch

To verify the individual rationality constraint —u; < r; for any j € C\C", observe
that (C¥UCH) U {j} € D%, then by Proposition [ we have

0< S (wAr)= > (wr)+ (w4 =us 4y,
ie(CcSuct)u{s} ieCSUCR

which implies ; > —u;. So far, we have shown that the payment promises profile r

satisfies (I9) and (21).

All that’s left to prove is that (20) also holds. For any j € CSUC? and k € C*\C",
noting that C°UCH U {k}\{j} € D* because |(C°UC? U {k})\{j}| = &, then by (I0)

from Proposition () we have

0< Z (uj + 1) = Z (ui +75) + (up + i) — (uj +15) = vp — 0],
ie(CSuCRUk\ {5} iecsucht

Thus v} <o forall j € C*UC? and k € C™\C" and the promises profile r satisfies

@0). O

Proof of Proposition 8k
We start the proof with two preliminary lemmas.

Lemma 5. Consider a committee rule by k-majority rule satisfying || > 2 and such
that G° > AUz. The following statements hold:
(i) We have

Up < Uz, (57)

: 1
where we recall that u, is defined by u. = — ZjeH uj.

(i4) There exists a unique group member k, € C¥, i.e. n < k, <R, and inequalities
28) hold, that is, ug, 1 < uy < uy,.

(iii) The constant T, defined in [BQ) satisfies the inequality

T. > G°. (58)
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Proof. To prove that (i) holds, observe that

R I I
Gs = US—QR:—E ui:—g UZ—F E U;
=1 i=1 1=Rr+1
I

= —ZumL Z [u; —uz] + (I — K)uz

i=R+1
I
= —Zui + AUz + (k — 1)uz,
i=1

where we have used the definition of AU; in (I8) and the relation Kk = [ — k + 1.
Using the definition of u, given in (25) yields

G — AU; = (k — 1)1@—2% = (k — D[uz — u]. (59)

Since G° > AUy, this establishes inequality (7)) in part (i) of Lemma [5

From the reasoning just used to prove the first part of the lemma and assumption
G® > AUz, we have u, < 0 < u, < uz. Then by the ordering condition () there
exists a unique k, € C¥, i.e. n < k, <&, such that the inequalities (20]) hol. This
proves part (ii) of Lemma [5

To prove part (iii) of Lemma/b] observe that the total promises transfer 7, defined
in (30) satisfies

R I

T. = Z[uj — ) + Z [uj — ]
=k j=Rt1
" I 1
= Dby -t Do fuy -l + Y fug —
j=ks j=R+1 j=R+1

= 3 luy — w] + AUz + (5 — Dfuz — u,]
=k

= > Juj—u]+ G >G5 (60)

j:k)*
where we used equation (B9)) in the fourth equality of the above sequence of equalities.
This establishes inequality (G8]) in part (iii) of Lemma [l O

1"For example, pick k, = min k such that us > ..
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Lemma 6. Consider the across the aisle promises profile r defined by

r= —%ui, Vi < n; rp=0, Vn <k <kyg rj=—[u—ul, Vj>k, (61)

where we recall that k, is defined in part (ii) of Lemmald. Then the promises profile r

is zero sum, r € P and satisfies the conditions (21)-[B0) of Proposition[8. Moreover,
the promise profile r defined in (61l is stable.

Proof. First, r € P since

n

I
o= e ) = Yy —w] =T~ T =0,
i€l i=1 =k
Second, the statements in ([27)), (28) and (30) can be directly checked from the
definition of the promises profile r given in (GI).
Finally, to prove (29)), we need first to prove the preliminary result that 0 < 7, <
US. Using (B0), observe that

US = To=U% = [u;—u] - G°.

J=kx

Using the definition of G° given in () yields

US—To=U" = Ju;—w]=U" =" w;+ (R— k. + 1)u.. (62)
j:k)* ]:k?*
Since k, € C®, we have n < k, < % and hence U” — Zf:k uj; > 0. Moreover,
n < k, <& also implies that (& — k, + 1)u, > 0. Thus using ([62)) gives 0 < T, < U®.
Now we are prepared to prove (29). For i <n, n < k < k,, and j > k,, we have

T,
/s

vy =up =1 - —]u; <0 v =up e =u >0 v = w4y =u >0

where the left inequality is implied by 0 < 7, < U®. Thus we see that the condition
([29) is satisfied for the promises profile r defined in (G1J).

Finally, to show that r is stable, set C := C¥UC" in Lemma (ii) so that |C| = &.
Using condition (29) and observing that uj +1; = u, for all j > k, shows that we
have u; +r; <wu;+r; foralli € C and j ¢ C.
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Moreover, since r € P, by (G1) we have

lwitr) = > wi— Y o= > w— Y [-uj+ul

ieC iecsuch jecr\ch iecsuch jecr\ch
= Zuz — (k= 1Du, = 0.
il
Then by applying Lemma [ (ii) we see that r € S,. O

We now turn to the proof of Proposition [§] and we proceed in two steps. In the

first step, we prove the only if part and in the second step, we prove the if part.

Step 1. In this step, we prove the only if part: we fix an equilibrium promises
profile r € £, and show that r satisfies conditions ([27)-(B0) of Proposition 8 Notice
that Proposition [Bl shows that the set £ is not empty and thus it is possible to select
a promises profile from £ as we just did.

Recall Lemma B and let k, € CF satisfy

k, =max{i:r; >0} <k, <min{i:r, <0} =k, (63)

and the requirements (I4]) (In this proof, we reserve the notation k, for the require-
ment (20) instead of the requirements (I4)), that is, —u; <r; <0 < r; and v < vf; for
alli < k, < 7. Moreover, we assume k. is the largest one satisfying the requirements,
and thus

either r; <0, oruv] > Ir>11kn Y, (64)
J *

because otherwise k&, + 1 would also satisfies the desired requirement.
Step 1.1. We first show that k. < k.. Since k, < R, this implies k, < %. Assume
by contradiction that k. > k,. Then by ([ we have

uj +1r; > U, + g > ug, forall j> k..
Moreover, in the case that k, > R, by () we also have,

uj +1r; > u; > uy,, for all E§j<l;:*;

18To see this, assume the opposite of statement (64)) holds, that is, 7, = 0 and vg < ming g v}

Condition (4] implies that ri. < 0 and hence assuming r; > 0 implies that r; = 0. Thus we
have k, < l;:* +1 <k, and, —u; < r; <0<y foralli < I;* + 1 < j. Finally the assumption
vg < minj> i v}" implies v] < v}" for all ¢ < l;:* +1 < j. Hence I;* + 1 also satisfies the requirements

©3) and ([I4).
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So in all the cases we have u; +1; > uy, for all 7 > ®. This in turn implies,

Z rj 2 Z[uk* —u;] = =AU, > —G°.

jecr\ck J>F

Thus, since r € P,

Z [w; + 1] = Z u; — Z r; < —G°+G° = 0.
iecsuct iecsuct jeCcR\ch
This contradicts the inequality (I0) which is required here because r € Sy and C% U
Ct e DS,

Step 1.2. In this step, we prove that the ex post intensities of the members

j = /%*, .-, I are equal:
of == (65)
Consider for notational convenience, the order statistics of {v]}; ;<

Ulr}'c < ...SU;'I,
where {l; ,---,l;} is a permutation of {ky,--- I}

To simplify the exposition, we proceed in two substeps. First, we show that
o= = U{EH. Second, we show that the equality U;‘% — ... =" is also true.

Fox

Step 1.2.1. In this sub-step we show that

v, =wv,  and hence v, =---=uv . (66)
G, = Vi e [

We emphasize that we are considering the term [z, rather than /3.

Assume by contradiction that

v{k <L, (67)
We claim that
i, < 0. (68)

Indeed, recall (64). In the case r; < 0, by the definition of order statistics and the

ordering (Il we have
uy, + Ty <ug, +rj, <ug, < uy
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which implies (G8). In the case that rj = 0 and vf > min,_ ; o7, by () again we

have

= =qr inyt =u =
Uj, =V > MV = =1y

Be ™ sk LT, 2 U T
Z K%

z;
implying (68]) again.

Clearly r; > 0 for some i < k., and assume without loss of generality that r; > 0.
We now modify r as follows: for some € > 0 small,

7:1:7’1—€>0, fl—

R T

_+e<0, and 7= foralli#1,1[j .

k

Set C = {1, -k, —1} U {lz.,- - Iz} so that IC| = &. Note that, for £ > 0 small

enough,

U1—|—7:1<’UJ1+7’1§U7A

n+1; ul_

o4 — T T
o, = te<ug

n+17

ui—i—fi:ui—i-mgvlrﬁﬂ, ZEé\{l,l];*}7 Uj+fj:Uj+TjZU;‘E+l, j¢é

So u;+7; < vl"ml <w;+7; foralli € C and j ¢ C. Note further that, sincer € £ C S,
Z[Uz + 7] = Z[Uz + 73] + [(fl —71) + (7:1];* - Tl];*)] = Z[Uz +1i] > 0.
ieC ieC ieC
Then by Lemma [ (ii) we have ¥ € Sy. However, as in the last part of the proof for
Lemma [T, we have 7z = 7, — e < T,. This contradicts the assumption that r € £ has
the minimum total promises transfer. Therefore, (60) holds true.

Step 1.2.2. Now we proceed to prove (G3). Assume by contradiction that, for

the order statistics in the previous step,

T . T T T -
U, == U, <vlk2+1§-~-§vll, for some K +1 < ko < I.

First, by (68]) we also have
r, <0, forall j= uyo oo ko (69)
Again assume r; > 0. We then modify r as follows: for & > 0 small,

’f’lzrl_[//‘%—%*+1]€>0, ff’lj:rlj+€<0>j:%*>”"k2;

Flyyir = Tleyin — [ky —Rle < 0; 7 =r; for all other i.
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One can check that 7 € P:
~ kz
Soit=Yr—Foktle+ Y -k —Rle=0
i€l i€l =k
Similarly to Step 1.2.1, we see that, for all ¢ < k. and 7> ko + 1,
i+ 7 Swg Ty ==y, Ty, <y Ty <+ T,

where the second inequality holds for € > 0 small enough. Now for the same C =
{1, k., — 1} U {l., - Iz} with IC| = & as in Step 1.2.1, we have u; + #; <
+ 7, < uy+ 7y for allieC and j ¢ C, and

Uiy,

Z[UMLM :Z[Ui—i-m] — [//%—];?*-1-1]8—1- iazZ[ui—l—m] > 0.
ieC ieC =k ieC

Then by Lemma [ (ii) we see that r € Sy. Moreover, note that

ko
T=T = g[Ial=lnl+ Y1) = )+ ] = ]
] k)*
1[ [k — 5+Z + [k ]5}
= — — K
9 2

j=Fku

= —[R—k. +1e<0,
where the last inequality is due to k, < % from Step 1.1. This contradicts the as-
sumption that r € £ has the minimum total promises transfer. Therefore, (G3) holds

true.

Step 1.3. We now collect all the results from the intermediate steps to show that
r satisfies conditions (217)-(30) of Proposition

Let y, denote the common value in (65]). Then r; =y —u; <0 forall j > /~f*
On one hand, since k., <k.<R by Step 1.1,

0 < Y w+rd=> w—Y r=> w—> [y —u

i<Rr i<k >R i<k >k
= Zul (k= 1Dye = (k= 1)(uy — ys)-
1€l
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Therefore y. < u,. On the other hand, by (),

To=Y (=r) =) (=) =Y Juj—u] = [u;—uw]=T. (70)
>k JZkx JZks JZks

Since r minimizes the total promises transfer and we already constructed a stable
promises profile in Lemma [ with total promises transfer 7., then we must have
Tr = T., and thus all the inequalities in ({0 are equalities. In particular, the second
inequality in (70) implies that u, = y.. Moreover, by (64)) and (G5) we have r; <0,
so that the first inequality in ([70) implies that k, = k.. Now it can be directly checked
that the conditions (27)-(B0) of Proposition [ hold. This concludes the proof of the

only if part of Proposition [§]

Step 2. In this step we show the if part: we fix r € P that satisfies conditions
27)-[29) of Proposition [§ and show that r € £ and that ([B0) holds.

To show that r € Sy, set C := C¥ UC" in Lemma @ (ii) so that |C| = k. Using
condition (29) and observing that u; 4+ r; = w, for all j > k. (condition ([28])) shows
that we have u; +1; < u; +r; for all ¢ € C and j ¢ C. Moreover, since r € P and

r; = —u; + uy for j > k., we have
Dwtr) = D w— y o= > w— Y [Futul
ieC iecsuct jECR\CE iecsuct JECR\CE
= Zui—(m—l)u*:O
i€l

Then by applying Lemma [ (ii) we see that r € Sy. Moreover,
o= (=r) = u—u]=T.
JZkx JZ ks«
By Proposition B there exists r* € £. By Step 1 (the only if direction), the
promises profile r* satisfies conditions (27)-(0), in particular, 7.- = 7., thus 7, is
the minimum total promises transfer for all r € Sy. Finally, if r € Sy satisfies (27])-

[29), we have T, = 7., so r matches the minimum total promises transfer, and thus
ref. O

Proof of Proposition

When |[C| < & is clear from Proposition Bl that all promises recipients are reform

supporters and thus statement 1 in Proposition [ holds.
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We now prove statement 2.. We first show that properties 2.a. and 2.0 collectively
imply that any r € £ belongs to the reaching across the aisle type.

Consider now the first subcase where wu, 1 = --- = u; and G = AU;. Note that
uj+rj:v§21)£2u,%, Vi > k.
Then

To= 3 (or) <D (u—ug) = AUz = G,
j># J>R
Since r € £, then 7, = G* (Proposition () condition 3), and thus equality holds
above. This implies that —r; = u; — uz and thus v} = uy for all j > ~. Note further
that u; <ol < 1); = u; for all n <7 < & < j. By the assumption in of this subcase,
we see that r; =0 for e =n+1,--- k. That is, r is of the reaching across the aisle
type promise.

Consider the second subcase where u,y; = -+ = uz = uz_,. By Proposition [1]
Part 1, we have r;, > 0 forn+1 <¢ < & and rz1; < 0. Then o] > u; = uzy1 > Viiq-
By Proposition [[] Part 2, we have v}, > v] and thus we must have oL, = v]. Thus
r; = 0 for n +1 < ¢ < &. This implies that r is of the reaching across the aisle type
promise.

We next prove the only if part of statement 2 in Proposition[Bl To do so, we assume
that either statement 2.a or statement 2.b is false, and construct an equilibrium
promises profile r € £ where some promises recipients are reform supporters. Note
that, when either statement 2.a or statement 2.b is false, together with (II) and the

assumption that 0 < G < AUz, one of the following two statements must be true:

Ups1 <uzp and  0< G < AUg; (71)

Up4+1 = = Uz < Ug+1 and 0< GS < AU,; (72)

Now let 0 < & < G* and we modify the equilibrium promises profile in (53) as

follows:
s _
r; = —Gisguz', 1€ CS, Tny1 1= &5
v o (73)
ri =0, n+1<j<hk 1= _AUA[Uk —uz], ke Cch\Cch

60



It can be directly checked that r € P and satisfies conditions (I9) and (21]) from
Proposition [ so to establish that r is an equilibrium, we only need to show (20)
holds.

In the sub-case (71l), assume further that e < uz —u,41. Then one can check that

v <0<l <wp <wf, foralli<n<j<i<k

In the sub-case (72), assume further that ¢ < [1 — AG—[j][u,%H — uz]. Then using
Upt1 = Uz ONE can see
s

TCO< T <upte<up+[l— ——
v; <0< <u <u [ AT

[ugsr —ug] <of, foralli<n<j<k<Ek.

To sum up, in all subcases, the promises profile r defined in (73)) also satisfies the
condition (20) of Proposition [l when ¢ is small enough, and as a result, r € £. We
conclude then by observing that since r,, 11 > 0 the reform supporter n+1 is a promise
recipient and therefore the equilibrium r has some circle the wagon transfers.

We now prove statement 3 in Proposition

We first show the if part. Fix an arbitrary r € £. By Proposition[§ we have r; > 0
and u; < vf <, forn+1 < i < A However, since we assume u,, 11 = - -+ = Ug, 1 = Us
here, we must have r; = 0 for n +1 < ¢ < &. Since r; = —(u; —u,) > 0 for j > k,,
we see that the promises profile r is of the reaching across the aisle type.

We now prove the only if part using the contrapositive. Equivalently, recalling
(), we assume wu, ;1 < u, and we shall construct an r € £ which has some circle the
wagon type transfers. Let 0 < ¢ < 7, and we modify the promises profile described
in ([€I]) as follows:

r. o= * _8 < n =&
= Uy TSNy Tnt1 2= &
Us +1 (74)

Assume further that € < u, — u,11, then one can check that
v; S0<0f <w, =y, foralli<n<j<i<k

It can be checked that r € P and satisfies all the other requirements in Proposition
Rl We conclude by observing that r,,; > 0 and therefore the equilibrium promises

profile r € £ constructed in (74) has some circle the wagon transfers. O
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Proof of Lemma [7] from Appendix B:

(i) By ([9), we have

Ky ko I Ly ko I X
Sor= i+ anzk—jLZOjLZ(—I_k) X-X=0
iel i=1 i=k1+1 i=kat1 =1 "1 =k i=kot1 2

That is, r € P.

(ii) Recall uy = uy,. Since X < ky(ug,+1 — ug, ), we have
Uk = Uy 3= S Uy (kg1 — Uk) = U1 = Uk, (75)
1

Similarly, recalling u; = ug,+1, since X < (I — ko) (tg,+1 — ug,), then

Va1 = Ukg41 — T —ky > Uky+1 — (ukz-i-l - uk2) = Uy = Vky- (76)
Now since v; = u; for ky < i < ko, by ([{l) we have vg, 41 < --+ < vg,. Then we obtain
V== Uy S Uyt S S Uy S Vpyq = -0 = UL (77)

(iii) Inequalities ([[T) imply ky(u) = k1 < k1(v) < ko(v) < kg = ko(u). O

Proof of Proposition [10 from Appendix B:

In the case Zle u; > 0 (there are no blocking coalitions), the algorithm stops at Step
0. All the statements are obvious.

Henceforth we assume Zle u; < 0 in this proof. Note that Zle u; > 0, then we
must have u; < 0 < u; and thus ki(u) and ko(u) are well defined.

For all [ in Step 1 such that va < 0, by Lemma [0 (iii) we see that k;(v') is
i=1
weakly increasing in [ and ky(v') is weakly decreasing in [. Moreover, by ([79) we have

it >l i < k() T =, k(') <k < k(v); Wb <l g > k(o).
Then, since v = u, by induction on [ we see that

it > g, 1 < k') ot =g, ki(v') <k < ka(@); Uéﬂ <y, j > ky(v').
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In particular, for the [ in Step 2, we have k; (v') <k} < k3 < ky(v'), and
vf >y, 0 < k(@) vf = ug, k() < k< ky(vh); vy < uj,j > ko (v').
This implies that
ri >0, i <k@); r=0 k@) <i<kl; mn=0 k<k<k;
rj =0, ki <j<hk@®); r;<0,j> k@)

This proves (iii), and by the definition of £, k3 in (§), we have v} = --- = v}., and
Ups41 = -+ = vj. Note further that S ur=0< S0 v and by Lemma [ v* is
ordered, so we must have v} < 0 < vj. This completes the proof for (i) and (ii).
Moreover, again since Z?:l vf = 0 and v* is ordered, by setting C = {1,--- ,k} in
Lemma (ii) we see that r* € Sy. Let k,, k. follow the definition in (3J) from Lemma

B, using r*. By (i)-(iii) it is clear that
k, <ki<ki<k., and k, <n <Kk
We next prove r* € £ and (iv) in three cases.

Case 1: |Cf| < k and thus n = I — |C®| > &. By (i) it is clear that u; > v} > 0
for i > k3, then n < k3 and by (ii) and (iii) we have v] < 0 for all ¢ < n. On the other
hand, since Zle v =0 and K < n, then we must have v} = 0 for all i < K. Since v*
is ordered, we actually have v} = 0 and thus r; > 0 for all 7 < n. Then n < k, and

in fact they are equal. Then

k, n
Toe = er = er = Z(—ul) = Us.
i=1 i=1

iecs
Now by Proposition [i] we see that r* € £.
Moreover, let r € £ be an arbitrary equilibrium. By Proposition [l Part 1 we see

that

Yo —v) =Us=Te=> (=) = > (u; —v}).

i>k; i>n i>k;
Here we used the fact that k5 > n. This clearly implies that max;c;v] > v}, and if
equality holds, we must have v] = v} for all 7 > k5 and r;, = 0 for all n <7 < k3.
Similarly, by Proposition [f] Part 2, in both cases we have

Z(vi‘—ui):Zr;‘:ngﬁ:Zri:Z(vf—ui).

iecs ieCs iecs iecs
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Then clearly mingey v} < vf, and if equality holds, we must have v/ = v} for alli € C°.
The same logic applies to maximum of v] —u;, directly implying max;ey o7 —min;ep o] >
vy —v}. Now if the two sides are actually equal, then max;c;v] = v7 and min;ep v = 07,
thus o7 = v} for i € C%, r; = 0 for n < i < k3, and v} = v} for i > kj. This exactly

means r = r*. So (iv) holds in this case.

Case 2: | C® |> k and k3 > k. This implies that k, < n <k < k3. Note that

ri=0fork, <i<Kkj; andZv =0, then

=1

T = rf:Zr:: (vf —w;) Zul—

i=1 i=1 i=1
Note that by Proposition [7] we see that the minimum total promises transfer is G*°
in the case 0 < G® < AUz, and by Proposition B it is larger than G in the case
AUz < G®. So we must be in the case 0 < G° < AU; and r* € &.

Moreover, let r € £ be an arbitrary equilibrium. By Proposition [l Part 1 we see
that

=

Dl —0)) =T =G =T =3 (=r) 2 Y (—ri) = Y (u; —]).

i>k; i>R i>k; i>k;
This clearly implies that max;ecpv] > v, and if equality holds, we must have v] = v}
for all ¢ > k3 and r;, = 0 for all K < i < kj. Similarly, By Proposition [7] Part 2 we

have

K} K}

Z(UT_W):Z =Tw=G" = ZT2>ZT2_ZU — ;).

i=1 i=1
Then clearly min;eyv] < vf, and if equality holds, we must have v] = v} for all « < £k
and r; = 0 for all k} < ¢ < K. (iv) holds in this case by subtracting the minimum

inequality from the maximum.

Case 3: | C® |> k and k} < K. By the analysis in Case 2, we must have
AUz < G°, and thus we are in the situation of Proposition Note that, since

Zil’l};:o,
Z(ui—vf):Z(—r;‘):ﬁ*: 7’;‘:2(2} — ;) Z v} —Zuz.

i>k; i>k; i<kj i<k; i=k3+1 i<k;



This implies that, recalling (57)),

I
;Ui— Zv (k — 1)v7, and thus v}kzﬁzui:u*,

i=R+1 i=1
This implies immediately that k = k. and 7,» = 7., where k, and 7, are as in
Proposition Bl Therefore, r* € £.
Moreover, let r € £ be an arbitrary equilibrium. By Proposition [§ Part 1 we see
that max;c;v] = u, = vj. On the other hand, recalling again that k., = k5 > k7, by
Proposition [§] Part 2 we have

ki ki

K
Z(vf—ui): i =T =T.=1T, ZTZ>ZTZ Z(U{—ul)
i=1

i=1 i=1 i=1
Then clearly min;er vf < of, and if equality holds, we must have v7 = v} for all 7 <k}
and r; = 0 for all k7 < i < k3. Putting the maximum and minimum together shows

that (iv) holds in this case as well. O

9 Appendix B: Description of the algorithm of Sec-
tion

To describe the algorithm, we introduce an operator ® as follows. Given an intensity
profile w satisfying (), with u; < uy, let ky(u) < ko(u) be such that, abbreviating as

k1, ko for notational simplicity,
Up = = Uy < Upyal, Uy < Uggyl =+ = Ug. (78)

We then define, for any X > 0,
®(u, X) :=v, where

Up == Uy 1=U1+k—, Vi =gy k<@ < kg, Ugpp1 = =vpi=up—
1

The following can be proved:

Lemma 7. Denote v := ®(u, X).
(i) For any X >0, r:=v—u € P.
(ii) Assume X < min (/ﬁ(ule — U, ), (I — ko) (tupys1 — qu)), then v; < --- < vy.
(i11) For the X in (i), if vi < vy, then ki(u) < ki(v) < kao(v) < ko(u).
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We now present the algorithm more formally:

Step O (Initialization). If Zul > 0, u is already stable, sor = (0,---,0) is

i=1

R

the unique equilibrium. We now assume Z u; < 0, and set v° := u.

i=1

K
Step 1. Given v’ satisfying v} <. <o} and Z vl < 0, we define v"*! recursively

i=1

as follows until va“ > 0: denoting ky := ki (v'), kg := ko(v') as in (T8,

i=1
v =0, X;y) where Xy = min (ki (v}, — o), (I — k2) (V)00 — V1)),

We remark that by Lemma [T (i) v'*! remains ordered.

R R
Step 2. We now assume va <0< va“ for some . Then we set
i=1 i=1

v* = ®(v', X*) where 0 < X* < X, is determined by sz* =0,
i=1
and stop the algorithm.

We note that, in each recursion of Step 1, we will have either v}, = v, or

vitl, = vt namely v'*! will have at least one more tied component than v', so Step
1 will stop after finitely many recursions. Moreover, clearly ®(v', X) is continuous
and strictly monotone in X, so the transfer X* in Step 2 is unique. The following

proposition shows that the above algorithm implements an equilibrium.

Proposition 10. The promises profile r* := v* — u produced after a finite number
of steps from the above algorithm is an equilibrium and vi < --- < v} with v* = V" .
Moreover, denoting by ki = ki1(v*) and ki = ko(v*). the committee members defined
as in (8)), the following properties hold true:

(i) Members of the coalition of promisers {k3+1,--- | I}, make individual promises
r; <0 and get equalized ex post intensities v; =v > 0, for all i > k.

(i) Members of the the coalition of promisees {1,--- | ki}, receive individual trans-
fers r; > 0 and get equalized ex post intensities v; =v <0, for all + < k7.

(i1i) Members of the coalition {ki + 1,--- ,k3} make no promises, that is, r; =0
and v; = u; for all kT +1 <1 <kj.
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(iv) Among all equilibria, the promise profile r* produced by the algorithm gener-
ates the ex post intensity v* with the smallest range. That is, for anyr € £ such that
r # 1", we have

mino] <o, maxuv; >v;, and maxv] —minv] > v; — ;.
3 (2 (2 3

Proposition shows that the algorithm that we describe in this section con-
verges after a finite number of steps to a unique equilibrium. The algorithm has an
egalitarian underpinning: in each step, the utility transfers flow from the members
with the highest intensities to the members with the lowest intensities while preserv-
ing the ordering of the interim intensities. Perhaps not surprisingly, property (iv)
of Proposition [I0 shows that the resulting equilibrium is the one with lowest range.
The algorithm is in fact an equilibrium selection that comes with a dynamic imple-
mentation based on transfers between members of the two tails of the distribution of
intensities. There may be other algorithms based on other principles that will select

other types of equilibria.
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