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ABSTRACT

In this thesis, I explore how accountability relationships affect policymaking in two
institutional contexts: internal executive branch operations and electoral contests.
The overarching insight is that the potential for removal creates reputation concerns
to demonstrate skill that, in turn, affect policymaking. For political appointees
serving at the pleasure of the president, this means a reputation for management
skill or technocratic policy expertise, whereas for elected representatives, this means
maintaining a reputation for competent leadership with voters. The main result is
that oversight creates both pathological policymaking incentives for accountable
officials, but also potentially unintuitive selection by a principal—either the president
or voters.

In Chapters 1 and 2, I explore political appointees’ dual roles as agents of the
president and managers of the bureaucracy. This view of appointee-careerist rela-
tions complicates standard notions of presidential control and bureaucratic power,
by recognizing that appointees are reliant on presidential support to maintain their
position within an administration. To cultivate a good reputation with the pres-
ident, appointees may cede control to the bureaucracy. However, to understand
how control is transferred to the bureaucracy, I argue that we must fully account
for appointees’ strategic roles in the administrative presidency—and that, to do so,
requires differentiating between types of appointments.

Presidential appointments that require Senate confirmation (PAS) and noncareer
members of the Senior Executive Service (SES-NA) occupy positions that require
direct oversight and management of subordinate career civil servants. As managers,
these appointees must rely on the expertise, pragmatic or otherwise, and efforts of
bureaucrats to implement the president’s policies. I argue that presidents select these
appointees primarily on the basis of their management skills. In contrast, Schedule
C appointees occupy confidential or policymaking roles and serve directly under
a political appointee. These appointees may substitute for the expertise of career
bureaucrats. I argue that presidents select these appointees on the basis of policy
expertise.

However, central to my argument is the idea that the president may still be uncertain
of an appointee’s management skill or policy expertise—despite appointing him or
her in the first place. This means there is scope for the president to learn about
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an appointee’s ability based on how they perform or behave on the job. It is this
residual uncertainty about an appointee’s capabilities, along with the president’s
formal removal power, that create reputation concerns for appointees: appointees
care about maintaining their position and to do so theymust preserve their reputation
with the president.

I argue that these reputation concerns shape how appointees manage interactions
with the bureaucracy. Appointees in managerial roles may make more policy con-
cessions to the bureaucracy than the president would like in order to ensure bureau-
cratic cooperation and avoid revealing managerial weaknesses. Instead, appointees
in positions of policymaking authority may fail to empower or involve bureaucrats
in policymaking. Both of these actions undermine the president’s policy goals by
either creating policies that increasingly reflect the views of the bureaucracy or by
failing to create policies that reflect bureaucratic expertise. This suggests limita-
tions of political control over the bureaucracy that cannot be alleviated through the
exercise of formal administrative powers, namely appointment and removal powers.

Ultimately, the agency issues I explore in this context follow from a fundamental and
immutable constraint on presidential control: the president simply cannot unilater-
ally manage the executive branch. The demands of the presidency are too great for
the president to preside over all operations. This means delegation is necessary—
and, even when the president delegates to advisors of “her own choosing,” some
loss of control is inevitable.

In Chapter 3, I explore how majority selection operates in an environment in which
politicians prefer to pursue particularistic policies. If special interest coalitions are
sufficiently strong, a majority may expect that political expertise will be used to
select policies that generate rents for narrow constituencies at the expense of its own
welfare. I develop a model in which a majority prefers to elect the less competent
politician in order to undermine the incumbent’s ability to pursue the special interest
agenda and derive the implications for accountability in this setting. The results
demonstrate that the majority’s attempts to reassert control over policy through its
retention decisions impede social welfare maximizing reform and distort aggregate
welfare by either encouraging (i) inefficient policy selection or (ii) inefficient can-
didate selection. Even if politicians choose policies that maximize social welfare
doing so may only worsen aggregate welfare by providing voters with more informa-
tion about candidate competence, which enables the majority to better select inept
politicians.
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We wanted our appointees to be the President’s ambassadors to the
agencies, not the other way around.

Edwin Meese

. . . the President’s hardest job is, not to persuade Congress to support
a policy dear to his political heart, but to persuade the pertinent bureau
or agency or mission, even when headed by men of his own choosing,
to follow his direction faithfully and transform the shadow of the policy
into the substance of the program.

Clinton Rossiter, The American Presidency
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INTRODUCTION

If the president should possess alone the power of removal from office,
those who are employed in the execution of the law will be in their
proper situation, and the chain of dependence be preserved; the lowest
officers, the middle grade, and the highest, will depend, as they ought,
on the president. . .

James Madison, Annuals of Congress, 17 June 1789

The framers of the Constitution envisioned a tool for accountability that the president
alone would wield. As Madison explains, this power would maintain a “chain of
dependence” between the president and those charged with execution of the law.
This logic predates the development of the modern administrative state.

The extent to which the president is able to maintain political control over the
executive branch through the use of formal administrative powers remains an open
question—in particular, the extent to which the appointment and removal of officials
furthers the president’s control.

As the presidency has evolved, so too, have the strategies the president employs to
manage executive branch operations. And yet, at the same time, as the demands of
the presidency have grown, delegations of authority to intermediary actors are, in
some sense, unavoidable. So while the president may be able to better control who
she delegates to, she cannot avoid the fact that many tasks must be carried out by
others on her behalf.

The Central Argument

In this dissertation, I consider the extent to which the president’s formal appointment
and removal powers confer control over the executive branch. The exercise of these
formal powers is by nomeans the only way in which the president attempts to control
policymaking within the executive. Notably, modern presidents have consolidated
control over policymaking within the White House. Yet, appointment and removal
of officials is a potent—and highly visible—tool that presidents have used to advance
their agendas.

I explore political appointee’s dual roles as agents of the president and managers
of the bureaucracy. This view of appointee-careerist relations complicates stan-
dard notions of presidential control and bureaucratic power, by recognizing that
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appointees are reliant on presidential support to maintain their position within an
administration. To cultivate a good reputation with the president, appointees may
cede control to the bureaucracy. However, understanding how control is transferred
to the bureaucracy requires us to fully account for appointees’ strategic roles in the
administrative presidency.

In what follows, I advance a conception of political appointees as middle managers
that both negotiate interactions with bureaucracy on behalf of the president, but
also are subject to review and dismissal by the president. The overarching insight
is that, for these appointees, how they manage the bureaucrats that report to them
influences the president’s assessments of their ability either directly or indirectly
and, therefore, may create pathological incentives for appointees to relinquish or
maintain control—even when doing so undermines the president’s policy interests.

By situating management concerns at the center of both presidential appointments
and interactions between appointees and the bureaucracy, this view represents a
substantively important departure from previous theories of bureaucratic drift. As
managers, appointees must balance the policy interests of the president against
the views of the bureaucracy to promote bureaucratic compliance, but also must
demonstrate skill in their interactions with the bureaucracy. An appointee that
faces these reputation concerns may not necessarily use their expertise to further the
president’s policy interests if doing so jeopardizes their reputationwith the president.

Over the last 50 years, in particular, presidents have dedicated more resources to
personnelmanagement, both through institutionalizing personnelmanagement in the
Presidential Personnel Office (the office that manages transitions and now includes
professional recruiters)—but also through their own personal engagement with and
oversight of appointees.

This is important because presidents rely on appointees to change public policy
in their agencies and exert control the bureaucracy. Scholars have argued that
presidential direction of the bureaucracy preserves political control and substantive
coherence. This is normatively desirable as bureaucratic legitimacy in a represen-
tative government requires that the bureaucracy is responsive to elected officials.

Despite these developments, the appointment process may, nevertheless, fail to
identify competent appointees ex ante: the sheer volume of appointments ensures
not all appointees have extensive experience in government. In addition, the type of
competence necessary to further presidential control varies by position and task. For
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instance, James Watt deployed the “rule of three” for assigning lower level political
appointees:

“Into every major subunit of the governmental organization the agency
head sends three political appointees. One must have the leadership
skills and knowledge necessary to run the bureau. The secondmust have
the knowledge and administrative competence to see that his superior’s
orders are implemented. The third needs no technical skills at all. His
job, while he is learning, is to make sure that the two others remember
why they were appointed by the president in the first place!” (Devine
1991 p. 130)

Ultimately, however, the extent to which appointees are able to generate presidential
control over the bureaucracy is limited precisely because appointees are strategic
intermediaries and occupy a strategic role in the administrative presidency.

Dissertation Plan

This dissertation is structured as follows. In Chapter 1, I discuss policymaking by
managers that are also responsible for motivating career bureaucrats to implement
administrative actions. These appointees often knowmore about their organizations
than the president and, therefore, may be better positioned to generate bureaucratic
support for the president’s agenda. Yet bureaucratic cooperation may be easier for
appointees to sustain the more policy reflects the views of careerists tasked with
implementation.

In Chapter 2, I develop a model in which the president is uncertain of an appointee’s
expertise, and infers it from the allocation of decision-making authority between the
appointee and bureaucrat. I demonstrate that the threat of removal leads appointees
to avoid delegations of authority to better-informed bureaucrats in order to appear
more expert. In equilibrium, less expert appointees more aligned with the president
face greater incentives to determine policy themselves to avoid damaging their
reputation. By selecting non-ally appointees the president commits to sometimes
dismiss even experts which improves her control over policymaking.

Finally, in Chapter 3, I present a model of electoral contests in which politicians
have incentives to pursue special interest policies. This changes the benefit of po-
litical competence to the majority—who prefer policies at odds with the minority.
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As political competence enables politicians to more effectively target policy bene-
fits to the minority—at the expense of the majority—the majority prefers to elect
less competent representatives. This leads to two forms of distortions: inefficient
policymaking and inefficient candidate selection.
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C h a p t e r 1

APPOINTEES AS MANAGERS: DIRECTING POLICY
IMPLEMENTATION

“As I was learning at the Pentagon, it was much safer to win support
within the department by subordinating one’s views or the views of the
President to career officials than to try to reorient an entire department
in line with the President’s thinking and his national security priorities.”
— Donald Rumsfeld (2011, p. 323)

Nearly half of all appointed positions within the executive branch require direct
management of subordinate career civil servants. Both appointments that require
Senate confirmation (PAS) and noncareer appointed members of the SES (SES-NA)
supervise career bureaucrats.

This is by design. Presidents understand that “operations constitute policy” (Nathan
1983). Presidential administrations have recognized that the day-to-daymanagement
decisions appointees take can involve high-level policymaking. Appointees deploy
personnel, influence agency organization, and marshal support for the president’s
agenda in their organizations. By taking management actions inherent in their jobs,
appointees take a lead on determining policy.

1.1 Introduction
Political appointees are often, first and foremost, managers. As intermediaries be-
tween the president and the bureaucracy, they direct bureaucratic effort and marshal
support for the president’s agenda within their organizations. In this role, appointees
often confront resistance from the bureaucracy—bureaucrats may be skeptical of
the ‘strangers’ at the helm of their organizations (Heclo 1977) or resistant to the ad-
ministration’s agenda (Randall 1979; Kennedy 2015), or both. Because appointees
require the assistance of career civil servants to implement the president’s policies,
an administration cannot ignore the preferences of career bureaucrats without po-
tentially undermining bureaucratic support for its policy initiatives (Zegart 2000;
Lowande 2018; Lowande and Rogowski 2021; Acs 2021; Benn 2022). To ensure
bureaucratic support, presidents understand that some policy concessions to the bu-
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reaucracy may be necessary—but, for appointees, these concessions may also ease
the burden of managing a hostile bureaucracy, as Rumsfeld (2011) explains.

At the same time, appointees understand that their management decisions may
be scrutinized by the president. As managers, appointees can acquire a nuanced
understanding of the compromises necessary to ensure agency compliance with
presidential directives—and yet, for these appointees, how they manage the bureau-
crats that report to them influences the president’s assessments of their own ability.
This means appointees face reputation concerns to demonstrate managerial skill
through their management decisions. Appointees that face these reputation con-
cerns may not necessarily use their managerial expertise to further the president’s
policy interests if doing so jeopardizes their reputation with the president.1

This observation suggests that understanding both the management problems ap-
pointees confront and appointees’ reputation incentives in viewof thosemanagement
problems is central to understanding how appointees exercise—or fail to exercise—
control over the bureaucracy on behalf of the president. This chapter explores
both of these issues by examining how the accountability relationship between the
president and her political appointees affects how appointees manage subordinate
career civil servants and, in turn, how the management issues appointees confront
shape the accountability relationship between the president and her appointees. A
key insight of this analysis is that an appointee’s desire to demonstrate management
skill—and the need to ensure bureaucratic cooperation in order to do so—impede
presidential control over the bureaucracy by creating incentives for appointees to
give additional policy concessions to bureaucrats, even when appointees share the
president’s policy goals.

To explore these issues, I develop a formal model of interactions between an ap-
pointee acting as the political leadership of an agency and the career civil servants,
when the appointee is subject to oversight by the president. I assume the appointee
has the same preferences over policy as the president. In contrast, the bureaucracy
is either aligned with or hostile towards the administration’s policy aims. I draw a
distinction between the policy or pragmatic expertise of the bureaucrat—modeled as
a monopoly on policy implementation—and the managerial talent of the appointee.
An appointee’s managerial talent complements bureaucratic effort: a talented man-
ager improves the efficacy of bureaucratic effort, while a weak manager dilutes the

1This reputation concern is in contrast to the organizational reputation that bureaucrats have a
shared interest in developing, discussed in D. Carpenter (2010).
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value of bureaucratic effort by possibly impeding policy success. This will imply
that appointees that are skilled managers are always able to hold the line on policy
more easily, whereas weak managers must provide additional policy inducements
to bureaucrats to compensate for their managerial shortcomings and motivate the
bureaucrats to act.

A central premise of the model is that the president has less information about the
inner-workings of an agency than the actors working inside the organization. To
capture this, I assume the president is uncertain about both an appointee’s man-
agerial skill and the extent of policy disagreement between the administration and
the bureaucracy, whereas the appointee knows the bias of the bureaucrat and the
bureaucrat knows talent of the appointee. This means that the president must infer
an appointee’s skill based on the appointee’s policy choice and whether the policy
was successfully implemented. If the appointee is a talented manager, policy imple-
mentation will always be successful, provided the bureaucrat cooperates. Instead, if
the appointee is a weak manager, policy implementation may be unsuccessful, even
if the bureaucrat cooperates, due to poor management.

In formalizing these assumptions, the model highlights both challenges presidents
confront in managing their appointees and challenges appointees confront in man-
aging the bureaucracy. The president faces a two-dimensional inference problem:
she does not know whether her appointee is weak or the bureaucracy is hostile.
The president can only infer an appointee’s talent and the difficulty of the manage-
ment problem the appointee faces. Meanwhile, appointees can prioritize signaling
their skill or the difficulty of their management problem. Appointees would like
to hold the administration’s line on policy, but bureaucratic support may be easier
for appointees to sustain the more policy reflects the views of the careerists tasked
with implementation. This matters precisely because appointees are evaluated, in
part, on the basis of performance—not just what policies they dictate. This means
an appointee may have an incentive to use their informational advantage to shift
policy towards bureaucratic interests in order to ensure bureaucratic cooperation
and improve their reputation with the president.

The key results (Propositions 1.2, 1.3, and 1.4) demonstrate that both weak and
talented appointees may have incentives to shift policy towards the interests of
bureaucrats under different conditions provided there is the potential for sufficient
disagreement between the bureaucracy and the administration. If officeholding ben-
efits are sufficiently large and the president believes the appointee’s management
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problem is sufficiently likely to be difficult, weaker appointees facing an aligned
bureaucracy will shift policy towards the bureaucrat in order to motivate the bu-
reaucrat to exert costly effort and avoid revealing their managerial weaknesses by
imitating talented appointees that face a hard management problem (Proposition
1.2). Instead, if either office-holding benefits are not too large or the president be-
lieves the appointee’s management problem is sufficiently likely to be easy, talented
appointees that face a hostile bureaucracy will select policy more aligned with the
interests of the bureaucracy to ensure weak appointees facing an easy management
problem will be unwilling or unable to imitate their policy choices (Propositions 1.3
and 1.4).

The results reveal that it may be difficult for presidents to distinguish between an
appointee simply exercising poor control over the bureaucracy (i.e., capture) and an
appointee that confronts a genuinely difficult disagreement with career bureaucrats
in his department. As a result, the president does not necessarily penalize appointees
that provide excess concessions to the bureaucracy, so long as appointees maintain
a reputation for strong management. Knowing this, weak managers may exploit the
fact that even talented managers sometimes need to moderate their policy demands
to gain cooperation from bureaucrats, whereas talented managers may skew pol-
icy towards the bureaucracy in order to prevent such imitation and preserve their
reputation by reinforcing that they are facing strong resistance.

I show that presidents may retain appointees even when they give more concessions
to bureaucrats than the president would like. In each case, providing additional
policy concessions to the bureaucrat improves the appointee’s reputation with the
president and guarantees he retains his position. However, the improvement in the
appointee’s reputation with the president comes at the expense of tighter control
over policy as appointees give more concessions than are necessary to motivate
bureaucrats to exert effort. This loss of control is due to both the nature of the
management problems appointees confront and appointees’ reputation concerns to
demonstrate strong management skills in the face of those problems.

Importantly, the results reflect presidents’ struggles in practice. Presidents fre-
quently complain that their appointees have conceded too much to their bureau-
cracies (Heclo 1977; Rodman 2010). Nevertheless, presidents are often reluctant
to remove high-ranking political appointees even when appointees fail to hold the
administration’s line on policy. For instance, President Nixon complained about the
“Donald Rumsfeld problem” when Rumsfeld repeatedly took positions that went
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against the administration’s preferences. As Director of the Office of Economic Op-
portunity (OEO), Rumsfeld emerged as a forceful advocate for his agency even when
it meant he was out of step with the policy priorities of the Nixon administration.
Yet President Nixon did not remove Rumsfeld. Some accounts have suggested that
President Nixon’s reluctance to dismiss Rumsfeld owed to his own conflict-avoidant
tendencies (Rodman 2010; Mann 2004 p. 12). And yet few would dispute that
President Nixon was capable of exercising strong political control over his cabinet
when necessary.

Ultimately, this chapter highlights structural limitations of administrative tools to
preserve presidential control over policymaking (Nathan 1983; Burke 2000). A
central point of this chapter is that the management issues appointees confront affect
presidential control over policymaking (Nathan 1983; Burke 2000) by determining
the type of agency problem the president confronts with her appointees. In partic-
ular, appointees must gain the support of career bureaucrats in order to effectively
implement the president’s policy agenda (Heclo 1977; Lowande 2018) and improve
their reputation with the president (L. Gailmard 2022). By situating management
concerns at the center of both presidential appointments and interactions between
appointees and the bureaucracy, this argument represents a substantively important
departure from previous theories of bureaucratic drift or insubordination.

This chapter is structured as follows. First, I review the related literature. Then,
I present a formal description of the model and assumptions. Next, I analyze the
model and state the key equilibrium results. I then conclude.

1.2 Related Literature
Administrative presidency strategies often rely on political appointees to exert con-
trol over the bureaucracy (T.Moe 1985; Lewis 2010). Previouswork has emphasized
that presidents attempt to appoint officials that share their views (T.Moe 1985; Lewis
2005; Lewis 2010), but often face tradeoffs between ideological alignment and com-
petence (George A. Krause and O’Connell 2019). While ideological alignment with
the president is key, I argue that presidents also recognize the importance of man-
agerial skill and seek to appoint and retain officials that not only agree with their
policy goals, but also have the skill to effectively manage their bureaucracies (Heclo
1977; Rodman 2010) in order to preserve control over policymaking and motivate
bureaucrats to act.
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Promoting Managerial Skill While much empirical work finds that appointees
increase policy alignment between their agencies and the president in practice (T.
Moe 1985; Randall 1979; Stewart Jr and Cromartie 1982; B Dan Wood 1990;
B Dan Wood and Anderson 1993; B Dan Wood and Richard W Waterman 1991a,
wood1994bureaucratic), the appointment process may not necessarily identify the
most qualified applicants. Moreover, politicization and centralization may worsen
bureaucratic performance by introducing high turnover amongst managers (Heclo
1977; Dunn 1997) or by installing inept or untested managers (Cohen 1998), which
potentially erodes bureaucratic expertise (S. Gailmard and Patty 2007). This means
interactions with bureaucrats may be negotiated by unqualified or untested ap-
pointees.

An important premise of this model is that ideology and managerial skill are dif-
ferent dimensions of an appointee’s qualifications. This implies that screening for
ideological alignment with the president does not perfectly screen for managerial
skill.2 As administrations have increasingly emphasized loyalty in personnel deci-
sions (Lewis 2010), the president may be uncertain about an appointee’s managerial
capabilities, especially if appointees lack previous public sector experience.

Nevertheless, administrations still prioritize managerial skill in their appointments.
For instance, George W. Bush and his team of advisors dismissed several potential
candidates for defense secretary based on concerns about the candidates’ managerial
capabilities. Within the Bush administration, there was a clear consensus that the
Pentagon required “strong management at the top” (Mann 2004 p. 263). Paul
Wolfowitz, a veteran of several Republican administrations, was thought to be a top
contender for the post, but lacked the managerial skill to lead the large Pentagon
bureaucracy:

“Wolfowitz was admired, even by many of his adversaries, for his re-
markable intelligence and diligence, but he was also criticized, even by
some of his supporters for his lack of skill or interest in administra-
tion. Memos passing through the bureaucracy tended to linger on his
desk. . . ” (Mann 2004 p. 263)

Likewise, Pennsylvania Governor Tom Ridge and the former Senator from Indiana
Dan Coats were considered for the position, despite the concerns that “a politician

2A clear example of this is Michael Brown’s controversial management of the FEMA response
to Hurricane Katrina.
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might not know much about the inner workings of the Department of Defense”
(Mann 2004, p. 263). While mounting political opposition emerged with respect
to Ridge’s liberal voting record on defense issues, Coats’ appointment would have
caused managerial difficulties for Bush himself, who desired a Secretary of Defense
who could act as an effective counterweight to Colin Powell at the State Department.

During an interview with Coats during the transition period, Coats asked if he
would have Bush’s support if Powell encroached on his turf. Reluctant to adjudicate
interagency conflicts, Bush instead sought to appoint a secretary that would be
able to negotiate interactions with other cabinet members independently. Given
his extensive management experience both in government and in the private sector,
Donald Rumsfeld was thought to possess the skill necessary to manage operations
at the Pentagon.

Motivating Bureaucrats Even under the direction of skilled leadership, bureau-
crats may resist (Golden 2000) or drag their feet implementing policies they oppose.
While presidents may dictate policy positions, bureaucrats can always defy pres-
idential directives or reforms by simply refusing to act. In a notable instance of
bureaucratic subterfuge, bureaucrats in the State Department neglected to remove
an arsenal of obsolete Jupiter missiles from Turkey despite repeated direct orders
fromPresidentKennedy to do so because theywere concerned about the implications
of the action for bilateral relations with Turkey (Zegart 2000, p. 50-51).

Recent work emphasizes that bureaucratic non-compliance remains a common im-
pediment to effective implementation (George A Krause 2009; Dickinson 2009;
George A Krause and Dupay 2009; Rudalevige 2012; Kennedy 2015; Lowande
2018). Given this, presidents and their appointees understand theymay need tomod-
erate their policy demands in order to cultivate bureaucratic support. This suggests
that the threat of bureaucratic resistance has a powerful effect on policymaking—
even when presidents hold extensive unilateral authority—by constraining what the
president is able to accomplish through the bureaucracy (Acs 2021).

To cultivate bureaucratic support, appointees may engage in advocacy, championing
the views of the bureaucracy rather than the policy agenda of the president (Heclo
1977). A natural explanation for appointees tilting the balance between the president
and the bureaucracy in favor of the career officials is that appointees, despite initial
reservations, may actually come to share the views of their organizations. Previous
work has emphasized that appointees may come to identify with the views and
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mandates of their respective agencies (Heclo 1977), while more recent work has
discussed the possibility that bureaucratsmay persuade appointees to “come around”
to their views (Alexander and Stacy 2021).3 Yet both arguments attribute this
assimilation to preference changes that arise either through exposure (Heclo 1977) or
information transmission (Alexander andStacy 2021) and so fail to capture important
structural limitations to presidential control. Instead, ideological disagreements—
not informational challenges—are at the core of themanagement difficulties between
appointees and bureaucrats that I study.

Furthermore, advocacy alone is not sufficient to produce bureaucratic support:
management skills also matter to the bureaucrats exerting effort on behalf of the
president’s policy goals. The more management skill a political appointee develops,
“the more the value of his advocacy [sic] appreciates in the eyes of the bureaucrats
below” (Heclo, 1977, pg. 196). Bureaucrats privy to the day-to-day operations
within their departments notice the skill of the political leadership. Describing a
cabinet secretary, a bureau chief noted:

“He had charisma, a really fine and open man who a lot of civil servants
around here liked. But he never got a grip on the department. He
didn’t really fight for what was needed and if he made a decision it was
because he got maneuvered into it by the staff.” (Heclo, 1977, pg. 196)

This suggests bureaucrats are aware of the strength of the political leadership—and
are aware that weak leadership leaves their organizations vulnerable Heclo 1977.

To capture these dynamics, the model embeds a tension between control over policy
and bureaucratic cooperation by assuming the benefits of policy success depend on
each actor’s ideology, as well as the management skill of the political leadership.
This assumption helps to illustrate how the strategicmechanism in this chapter differs
those in from previous work. The assumption implies a bureaucrat’s willingness
to exert effort implementing a policy depends on both how aligned the policy is
with the bureaucrat’s preferences and how effective an appointee is at managing
bureaucratic operations. Both of these aspects of the appointee’s management
problem are common knowledge to appointees and bureaucrats.

3Prato and Turner (2022) also consider mechanisms by which the president may persuade bu-
reaucrats to act in her interest. However, their model similarly focuses on policy-specific information
asymmetries between top-level principals and bureaucrats that affect bureaucrat’s policy actions.
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The main result of this model is that appointees may make policy concessions
even when they disagree with the bureaucrat. The concessions, in part, serve a
motivational role Hirsch 2016 by encouraging bureaucrats to comply with imple-
mentation, but also enable appointees to compensate for managerial weaknesses.
In equilibrium, policy reflects the preferences of career bureaucrats not because of
an appointee’s fealty to the department or learning on-the-job, but rather due to the
appointee’s own reputation concerns and fundamental managerial imperatives. As
a result, the equilibrium logic is able to capture the temptation to subordinate the
president’s views to those of the bureaucracy described by Rumsfeld: that doing so
is an easier path to bureaucratic support for a political appointee.

1.3 The Formal Model
I consider a two-period model in which a political appointee (A) dictates a policy po-
sition on behalf of the administration for a bureaucrat (B) to implement. Successful
implementation requires that the bureaucrat exert costly effort. The appointee knows
both his own ability and the bureaucrat’s bias, whereas the president (P) is uncertain
of both her appointee’s managerial talent and the extent of policy disagreement
between her administration and the bureaucracy. The bureaucrat’s bias determines
the policy concessions necessary to incentivize implementation effort: less aligned
bureaucrats require more policy concessions in order to exert effort implementing
a policy, whereas more aligned bureaucrats require less. The president observes
policymaking by the appointee and whether implementation successful and decides
whether to retain the appointee. The president always seeks to retain only talented
appointees, but faces a difficult inference problem: if the president observes policy
concessions to the bureaucrat, the president must discern whether an appointee faces
a difficult management problem or is simply a poor manager.

Formal Description
In each policymaking period t = 1,2, the appointee chooses a policy position
xt ∈ [0,1] and the bureaucrat either exerts effort implementing the position (et = 1)
or shirks (et = 0). Implementation effort is costly for the bureaucrat to provide and
the bureaucrat incurs cost 0 < c < c ≡ θl

2+θl if he exerts effort (et = 1).

Appointees are characterized by theirmanagerial talent, θ ∈ {θl,1}where θl ∈ (0,1),
which is their private information. Managerial talent is a complement to bureaucratic
effort: an appointee that is an effective manger is better able to translate bureaucratic
effort into policy success. The common prior belief is that an appointee is talented,
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θ = 1, with probability τ. With probability 1−τ, the appointee has poormanagement
skills, and θ = θl .

Policy Success Successful implementation depends on both an appointee’s man-
agement skill (θ) and bureaucratic effort (et). A policy xt is successfully imple-
mented (yt = 1) with probability θet and fails (yt = 0) with probability 1 − θet ,
or

yt =


1 with probability θet

0 with probability 1 − θet .

Again, this captures that poor management dilutes the value or efficacy of bureau-
cratic effort.

Bureaucratic Resistance The president and her appointee share the same prefer-
ences over policy. I assume that the president and appointee’s ideal policy is xt = 0,
whereas the bureaucrat’s ideal policy is xt = b ∈ {bl, bh} with 0 < bl < bh < 1.
Throughout the analysis, I refer to a bureaucrat as hostile if there is substantial dis-
agreement between the administration and the bureaucrat, or b = bh, whereas I refer
a bureaucrat as aligned if there is limited disagreement between the administration
and the bureaucrat, or b = bl .

The benefit of policy success (yt = 1) to each actor is greater the more the policy
reflects their preferences. I refer to bureaucratic bias, b, as the degree of bureaucratic
resistance as it captures the extent of disagreement between the administration and
the bureaucrat. If the bureaucrat is aligned (i.e., b = bl), then the bureaucrat is
relatively easy to motivate, in that the bureaucrat requires less policy concessions
in order to exert effort. If the bureaucrat is hostile (i.e., b = bh), then the bureaucrat
is hard to motivate and the bureaucrat requires more policy concessions in order to
exert effort.

Each actor obtains utility in period t given by:

uP
t = (1 − xt)yt

uA
t = (1 − xt)yt + ρ{in office}

uB
t = (1 − |b − xt |)yt − cet .
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The parameter ρ < 1
δ

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

)
+ τ

[
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

)]
≡ ρ captures the pure-

office holding benefit to the appointee.4

Observing Policy and Success Following the first period, the president observes
the position taken and whether or not it was successfully implemented (x1, y1) and
either retains (r = 1) or removes (r = 0) the appointee. If the appointee is removed,
he is replaced by an ex ante identical appointee.

Information The president does not know either the appointee’s managerial ca-
pabilities, θ ∈ {θl,1}, or bureaucratic resistance, b ∈ {bl, bh}. The president only
knows the prior probability an untried appointee is talented, τ, and the prior prob-
ability a bureaucratic is hostile, β. The appointee knows his own skill, θ, and the
bureaucrat’s bias, b. The bureaucrat knows whether or not the appointee is a skill
manager, θ. This reflects that both appointees and bureaucrats have more informa-
tion about the day-to-day inner workings within a department, while the president
often only observes the outcomes of interactions between their appointees and the
career bureaucrats they manage.

Strategies and Beliefs A strategy for the bureaucrat is a probability of exerting
effort for each possible policy position given his policy preferences and appointee
skill: êt : b×θ×xt → [0,1]. A strategy for the appointee is a probability distribution
over policy positions given his management skill and the bureaucrat’s preferences:
χ̂t : θ × b × [0,1] → [0,1].5 A strategy for the president is probability of retention
for each possible policy position and success or failure r̂ : x1 × y1 → [0,1]. The
president’s beliefs are given by τ̂ : x1× y1 → [0,1] and assign for each policy choice
and outcome (x1, y1) a probability the appointee is talented (θ = 1).

1.4 Analysis
The analysis identifies perfect Bayesian equilibria (PBE) in which beliefs satisfy the
D1 criterion Banks and Sobel 1987. This refinement requires that beliefs following
out-of-equilibrium actions assign positive probability only to the type most tempted
by the deviation, relative to the type’s expected utility in the equilibrium profile.

4This ensures that the restriction to x ∈ [0,1] does not arbitrarily limit a talented appointee’s
ability to differentiate himself.

5A pure strategy is simply a policy choice given the appointee’s management skill and the
bureaucrat’s preferences: x̂t : θ × b → [0,1]. I use this notation if the equilibrium is in pure
strategies for the appointee.
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This will mean that off-path policies will be associated with weak appointees. If
multiple equilibria exist, I focus on the equilibrium that maximizes the president’s
expected utility.

An equilibrium is a profile (χ∗, e∗,r∗, τ∗) that specifies the appointee’s policy choices,
bureaucrat’s effort decisions, and the president’s retention decision and beliefs. In
equilibrium, the president understands how her appointees select policy. Similarly,
appointees understand the inference the president will draw about their managerial
skill based on their policy choices and the policy outcomes. I focus on equilibrium
strategies in themain text and provide full characterizations of equilibria inAppendix
A.1 and off-path beliefs in Appendix A.2. In Appendix A.3, I characterize general
features of equilibria. In Appendix A.4, I provide conditions for principal welfare
maximization.

Policymaking Without Reputation Concerns
First, I consider how an appointee selects policy in the second period when he
does not face removal by the president and, therefore, does not face reputation
concerns to demonstrate managerial skill. In each period, the appointee’s policy
choice depends on the bureaucrat’s willingness to exert effort. In the second period,
the appointee will choose the policy most aligned with the president’s interests that
ensures bureaucratic cooperation.

Bureaucratic Cooperation (t = 2) In the second period, bureaucratic effort does
not affect an appointee’s retention prospects. This means the bureaucrat will exert
effort only if the policy benefits in the second period outweigh the cost of effort, or

θ(1 − |b − x2 |) ≥ c

which implies

e∗2(θ, x; b) =


1 if b +
(
1 − c

θ

)
≥ x2 ≥ b −

(
1 − c

θ

)
0 otherwise.

(1.1)

This captures that a bureaucrat is more willing to exert effort when the appointee is
more skilled or when policy reflects his preferences.

Appointee’s Policy Choice (t = 2) Without reputation concerns, both skilled
and weak appointees attempt to maximize their policy utility given their private
information—their managerial skill and the difficulty of the management problem
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they confront. This also maximizes the president’s expected utility and control over
policy since I assume there is no preference conflict between the president and her
appointees.

Given the bureaucrat’s effort decision, an appointee will select policy according to

x∗2(b; θ) =


0 if b ≤ 1 − c
θ

b −
(
1 − c

θ

)
if b > 1 − c

θ .
(1.2)

The appointee will only select the administration’s ex ante ideal policy if there is
substantial alignment between the bureaucrat and the administration. Otherwise, the
appointee is willing to moderate his policy demands—selecting policy closer to the
bureaucrat’s ideal—in order to encourage bureaucratic effort. Ensuring bureaucratic
cooperation is in the administration’s interests even if it requires significant policy
concessions.

Assumption 1.1 (Policy Disagreement) 1− c
θl
< bl < 1−c and bh > bl+c

(
1
θl
− 1

)
.

Assumption 1.1 guarantees that (i) a bureaucrat always requires more policy con-
cessions from a weaker appointee in order to exert effort, but (ii) there is overlap
in policies different types of bureaucrats will exert effort to implement. That is,
the aligned bureaucrat is also willing to exert effort implementing some policies the
hostile bureaucrat is willing to implement. Given assumption 1.1, if the bureaucrat
is aligned, a talented manager is able to induce cooperation without policy con-
cessions, whereas if the bureaucrat is hostile, even a talented appointee must offer
policy concessions in order to induce the bureaucrat to exert effort.

Lemma 1.1 and Remark 1 state these implications formally. Lemma 1.1 describes
the second period policy choice for both skilled and weak appointees, while Remark
1 describes the spatial configuration of the policies each type of appointee adopts.
Given assumption 1.1, the policy adopted by a talented appointee facing a hostile
bureaucracy is always further from the president’s ideal than policies adopted by
even a weak appointee facing an aligned bureaucracy. Figure 1.1 depicts the spacial
configuration of second period policy graphically.

Lemma 1.1 (Second Period Policy) In any equilibrium,

x∗2(bl ; 1) = 0 x∗2(bl ; θl) = bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
x∗2(bh; 1) = bh − (1 − c) x∗2(bh; θl) = bh −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
.
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bhbl0

x∗2(bl ; 1) x∗2(bh; θl)x∗2(bh; 1)x∗2(bl ; θl)

Figure 1.1: Policy (t = 2).

Remark 1 Given assumption 1.1,

x∗2(bl ; 1) = 0 < x∗2(bl ; θl) = bl−

(
1 −

c
θl

)
< x∗2(bh; 1) = bh−(1−c) < x∗2(bh; θl) = bh−

(
1 −

c
θl

)
.

Retention Decision
Given the policymaking behavior described in Lemma 1.1, the president’s second
period expected utility given an appointee of type θ and bureaucrat with preferences
b is

EuP
2 (θ, b) =


θ if b ≤ 1 − c

θ

θ
(
2 − b − c

θ

)
if b > 1 − c

θ .
(1.3)

The president always prefers a skilled manager to an ineffective one, irrespective
of the type of bureaucracy the appointee faces. This is because talented managers
select policies more aligned with the president’s interests and are better able to
ensure the success of those policies through their management. This observation
implies that the president will only retain an appointee if the president believes the
appointee is at least as talented as his replacement.

Lemma 1.2 (Appointee Retention) The president will retain an appointee only if
τ̂ ≥ τ. Otherwise, if τ̂ < τ, the president dismisses the appointee.

Lemma 1.2 states that presidents seek to retain only skilled managers and dismiss
appointees with weaker management skills. Again, this follows directly from the
observation that talented appointees guarantee both tighter control over policy and
a greater likelihood of success with those policies. The president’s desire to retain
only talented appointees creates reputation concerns for appointees who seek to
demonstrate managerial talent in order to be retained.
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Policymaking With Reputation Concerns
Now I consider policymaking by appointees in the first period, when appointees
have reputation concerns to demonstrate management skill. I assume throughout
this analysis that appointees place a sufficiently high value on retaining their posi-
tions. This captures the substantively important case when an appointee’s reputation
concerns are in conflict with the policy goals of the administration. Assumption 1.2
guarantees that appointees are willing to sacrifice policy utility if doing so improves
their retention prospects.

Assumption 1.2 ρ > 1
δ

[
(bh − bl) −

(
c
θl
− c

)]
+ τ

[
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

)]
≡ ρ.

Bureaucratic Cooperation (t = 1) In the first period, the bureaucrat’s effort af-
fects the information available to the president when she decides whether to retain
the appointee by determining the likelihood of policy success. If the president
believes both talented and weak appointees select a particular policy and that bu-
reaucrats exert effort implementing talented appointees’ policies, then policy failure
reveals an appointee is weak—as only weak appointees experience policy failure if
the bureaucrat cooperates.

Because the bureaucrat’s effort affects the information available to the president, I
first consider under what conditions a bureaucrat may have incentives to undermine
implementation in order to convey information to the president to influence her re-
tention decision. A bureaucrat’s willingness to undermine implementation depends
on the bureaucrat’s preferences over the type of appointee he confronts in the second
period. Given the policymaking behavior described in Lemma 1.1, the bureaucrat’s
second period expected utility from an appointee with skill θ is

EuB
2 (θ; b) =


θ(1 − b) − c if b ≤ 1 − c

θ

0 if b > 1 − c
θ .

(1.4)

While aligned bureaucrats (b = bl) prefer a skilled manager to an ineffective one,
hostile bureaucrats (b = bh) are indifferent between skilled and unskilled managers.
This is because, while skilled managers improve the likelihood of policy success,
unskilled managers offer hostile bureaucrats policy concessions that compensate
for their worse management. This means hostile bureaucrats exert effort as in the
second period or if

θ(1 − |bh − x |) ≥ c, (1.5)
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whereas aligned bureaucrats may have an incentive to sabotage implementation by
weak appointees if policy success would lead to the appointee’s retention.

In contrast, because the aligned bureaucrat strictly prefers to be managed by a
talented appointee, his first period effort incentives depend on the inference the
president will draw based on success or failure of a particular policy choice. If an
appointee’s policy choice perfectly reveals their managerial abilities, then an aligned
bureaucrat will exert effort as in the second period, or provided

θ(1 − |bl − x |) ≥ c. (1.6)

If success ensures retention, an aligned bureaucrat managed by a talented appointee
will exert effort only if:

(1 − |bl − x |) ≥ c − δ(1 − τ)(1 − bl − c). (1.7)

In contrast, if success ensures retention, an aligned bureaucrat managed by a weak
appointee will exert effort only if:

θl(1 − |bl − x |) ≥ c + δθlτ(1 − bl − c). (1.8)

Conditions 1.7 and 1.8 show that an aligned bureaucrat will be more willing to exert
effort on behalf of a talented appointee and less willing to exert effort on behalf of a
weak appointee in the first period. This means an aligned bureaucrat requires more
policy concessions from a weak appointee in the first period in order to cooperate if
policy success ensures retention.

The aligned bureaucrat will be unwilling to shirk in order to guarantee removal of a
weak appointee if there is sufficient policy disagreement, where

θl(1 − |bl − (bh − (1 − c))|) − c > δτθl(1 − bl − c) (1.9)

gives the condition

bh > bl + c
(

1
θl
− 1

)
+ δτ(1 − bl − c) ≡ bh. (1.10)

This ensures that the first period cost of sabotage outweighs the future benefit of good
management. Given the configuration of policy preferences (assumption 1.1), as bh

increases, aligned bureaucrats obtain more policy concessions as weak appointees
attempt to build a strong reputation with the president.
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Instead if bh ≤ bh, an aligned bureaucrat will shirk even if a weak appointee selects
policy more aligned with the bureaucrat’s preferences. This means weak appointees
facing an aligned bureaucrat will be unable to generate bureaucratic support without
revealing their weakness to the president. I refer to this behavior as bureaucratic
sabotage as aligned appointees are willing to incur a first period policy cost to ensure
removal of a weak appointee.

Appointee’s Policy Choice (t = 1) The key insight in this analysis is that ap-
pointees facing reputation concerns may distort their policy choices in order to
improve their reputation with the president and ensure retention. In particular, ap-
pointees may select policies more aligned with the interests of the bureaucrat, rather
than exercising maximal policy control on behalf of the president. I refer to this
behavior as appointee capture.

Before preceding with the analysis, I provide a formal conditions for appointee cap-
ture (definition 1.1). Intuitively, appointee capture occurs when an appointee gives
more policy concessions to bureaucrats than the president would like. While the
president understands that policy concessions are sometimes necessary to encourage
bureaucratic cooperation, she prefers appointees give no more concessions than are
necessary to induce effort.

Definition 1.1 (Presidential Control vs. Appointee Capture) Presidential control
occurs if x∗1(b; θ) = x∗2(b; θ). Appointee capture occurs if x∗1(b; θ) > x∗2(b; θ).

If bh ≤ bh, then an aligned bureaucrat will be unwilling to cooperate with a weak
appointee if policy success ensures the appointee is retained—even if the weak
appointee offers additional policy concessions. This undermines a weak appointee’s
incentives to hide behind the hard management problem of a talented appointee.
The aligned bureaucrat maintains presidential control over policy by sabotaging
implementation of policies that could lead to retention of weak appointees. This
undermines weak appointees’ incentives to distort policy, and, at the same time,
enables talented appointees facing hard management problems to maintain control
without fear of imitation. Proposition 1.1 states this result.

Proposition 1.1 (Presidential Control With Sabotage) Let ρ > ρ. There exists an
equilibrium that satisfies the D1 refinement, in which the president maintains control
over policy in the first period only if bh ≤ bh.
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Instead, if bh > bh, an aligned bureaucrat is willing to exert effort implementing
policies he views as sufficiently favorable, even if that means a weak appointee may
be retained. This affects policymaking incentives for both weak appointees and
talented appointees facing a hostile bureaucracy. Weak appointees may be tempted
to imitate the talented appointee that faces a hostile bureaucracy, and talented
appointees facing a hostile bureaucracy may attempt to differentiate themselves
from weak appointees by emphasizing the difficulty of their management problem.

A weak appointee’s ability to exploit the fact that even talented appointees may need
to provide concessions to bureaucrats to gain retention depends on the president’s
ex ante belief that the bureaucrat is hostile, which captures the difficulty of the
management problem an appointee faces. This impacts the incentives for both
talented appointees facing hard management problems and weak appointees to shift
policy towards bureaucratic interests. Either the president believes the appointee is
likely to face a hostile bureaucracy or she believes the appointee is likely to face an
aligned bureaucracy. In the first case, the president anticipates that the appointee
likely faces a hard management problem, whereas, in the latter case, the president
anticipates that the appointee likely faces an easy management problem. Definition
1.2 formally states this condition.

Definition 1.2 (Management Problem) If β ≥
θl

1 + θl
≡ β, then the president be-

lieves the appointee is sufficiently likely to confront a hard management problem. If
β < β, then the president believes the appointee is sufficiently likely to confront an
easy management problem.

Under either condition, a talented appointee facing an aligned bureaucrat can always
ensure success without policy concessions—and is the only type of appointee able
to do so. This means policy success without concessions will always reveal strong
management skill. In any equilibrium, talented appointees that face an easymanage-
ment problemwill always be able to hold the administration’s line on policy and will
always be retained. Therefore, talented appointees that face an easy management
problem will never appear captured.

There are three different types of equilibrium capture that may arise. First, weak
appointees facing an easy management problem may give additional policy conces-
sions to the bureaucrat to imitate talented appointees that face a hard management
problem. Second, talented appointees that face a hard management give additional
concessions to avoid reinforce that their management problem is difficult and avoid
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imitation. Third, both talented and weak appointees that face a hard management
problem give additional concessions to bureaucrats. In what follows, I provide
conditions for when each type of capture occurs.

If a Hard Management Problem Is Likely First, I consider the types of capture
that arisewhen the president believes appointees are likely to face a hardmanagement
problem. If the management problem is sufficiently likely to be hard (i.e., β ≥ β)
and office motivations are sufficiently strong (i.e., ρ > ρ̂), talented appointees and
weak appointees facing a hostile bureaucracy will select the policy that maximizes
the president’s control over policy. This is because both talented appointees and
weak appointees facing a hostile bureaucracy do not confront a tradeoff between
policy control and retention.

A talented appointeewill always be able to distinguish himself fromaweak appointee
through policy success if he selects the policy that maximizes his policy utility.
Similarly, if the president believes themanagement problem is sufficiently likely to be
difficult, a talented appointee facing a hostile bureaucracy is always retained provided
implementation is successful, even if he selects a policy that is also chosen by a
weak appointee facing an aligned bureaucrat. This means a weak appointee facing
a hostile bureaucracy cannot ensure bureaucratic cooperation without revealing his
managerial weaknesses. In order to gain the cooperation of hostile bureaucrats,
a weak appointee must provide more policy concessions to the bureaucrat than a
talented appointee facing the same type management problem. Given this, a weak
appointee facing a hostile bureaucracy will choose the position that maximizes his
policy utility even if doing so ensures removal.

In contrast, a weak appointee facing an easy management problem confronts a trade-
off between policy control and retention: he can either promote the administration’s
interests at the expense of his own career concerns, or he can provide more conces-
sions to the bureaucrat and potentially avoid removal. If the bureaucrat is willing
to cooperate and officeholding benefits are sufficiently large, the benefit of reten-
tion outweighs the loss of policy control and the weak appointee facing an aligned
bureaucrat selects the policy a talented appointee chooses when facing a hard man-
agement problem. Proposition 1.2 states this result formally: if the management
problem is sufficiently likely to be hard and office motives are sufficiently strong, the
president maintains control over policy in the first period only if either the appointee
is talented or the bureaucracy is hostile. Figure 1.2 depicts the equilibrium policy
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positions graphically.

Proposition 1.2 Let bh > bh and β ≥ β. Then there exists ρ > ρ̂ ∈ (ρ, ρ) such
that, in the equilibrium that maximizes the president’s welfare and satisfies the D1
refinement, the president maintains control over policy only if either the appointee
is talented (i.e., θ = 1) or the bureaucracy is hostile (i.e., b = bh), while the weak
appointee facing an easy management problem is captured and

x∗1(bl ; θl) = bh − (1 − c). (1.11)

In the equilibrium described in Proposition 1.2, the president is unable to distinguish
between a talented appointee that faces a hard management problem and a weak
appointee that is captured. This means that the president sometimes retains a
weak appointee following policy success in the first period. This is costly for the
president as retention of a weak appointee results in worse policy utility in the second
period. In Appendix A.4, I compare this equilibrium to equilibria in which talented
appointees facing hardmanagement problems are captured, but not imitated byweak
appointees facing easy management problems. In such an equilibrium, the president
is able to distinguish between the type of management problem an appointee faces
and possibly also discern the skill of appointee. As the level of office-holding benefits
determines the extent of distortions necessary to prevent weak appointees facing an
easy management problem from imitating talented appointees facing hard problems,
this equilibrium is only welfare maximizing for the president given sufficiently
strong office motivations—when distortions by talented appointees would need to
be sufficiently large to induce separation.

If the benefits of office-holding are not so large (i.e., ρ < ρ̂), then the second
period cost of retaining a weak appointee outweighs the first period benefit of
increased control by talented appointees. Under these conditions, the equilibria
that maximize the president’s welfare involve capture of talented appointees that
face hard management problems. If b̂ > bh > bh, then talented appointees give
additional policy concessions to bureaucrats, but the president maintains control
over policymaking if the appointee is weak or the bureaucrat is aligned. This
worsens first period policymaking if appointees are talented face hard management
problems, but improves first period policymaking by weak appointees that face
an easy management problem, as these appointees are no longer tempted to distort
their policy choice in order to gain retention. This equilibrium also improves second
period policymaking by enabling the president to differentiate between talented and
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bhbl0

x∗1(bl ; 1) x∗1(bh; θl)

x∗1(bl ; θl) = x∗1(bh; 1)

Figure 1.2: Policy - weak appointee with an easy management problem is captured
(t = 1).

Note: The dark shaded region represents the additional policy concessions the
aligned bureaucrat receives from a weak appointee.

weak appointees and, therefore, only retain talented appointees. Figure 1.3 illustrates
this case.

If bh > b̂, then weak appointees that face an easy management problem can imitate
talented appointees that give additional concessions to bureaucrats and generate
bureaucratic cooperation. In this case, the president will be unable to differentiate
between talented and weak appointees that face hard management problems, if
policymaking is successful. This means the president will sometimes retain weak
appointees. However, the president will prefer this distortion to distortions by a
weak appointee facing an easy management problem, provided office benefits are
not too large. Proposition 1.3 summarizes these results.

Proposition 1.3 Let β ≥ β and ρ < ρ̂. If b̂ > bh > bh, then in the equilibrium
that maximizes the president’s welfare and satisfies the D1 refinement, the president
maintains control if the appointee is weak (i.e., θ = θl) or if the bureaucrat is aligned
(i.e., b = bl), while the talented appointee facing a hard management problem is
captured, and

x∗1(bh; 1) = bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
+ δ

[
ρ − τ

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))]
≡ x̂. (1.12)

Instead, if bh > b̂, the president only maintains control if the bureaucrat is aligned
and both talented and weak appointees facing a hard management problem are
captured, x∗1(bh; 1) = x∗1(bh; θl) = x̂.

If an Easy Management Problem Is Likely Now I consider the types of capture
that arise when the president believes appointees are likely to confront an easy man-
agement problem. If the president believes the management problem is sufficiently
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x∗1(bl ; 1) x∗1(bh; θl)x∗1(bh; 1)

x∗1(bl ; θl)

Figure 1.3: Policy - talented appointee with a hard management problem is captured
(t = 1).

Note: The light shaded region represents the additional policy concessions a
hostile bureaucrat receives from a talented appointee.

likely to be easy (i.e., β < β), a talented appointee facing a hard management
problem chooses policy to leave the weak appointee facing an easy management
problem indifferent between choosing policy tomaximize control and shifting policy
towards bureaucratic interests to gain retention. If office benefits are not too large
(i.e., ρ < ρ̃), then weak appointees facing a hard management problem are unable to
imitate the policy success of talented appointees that also face a hard management
problem. Instead, if office benefits are sufficiently large (i.e., ρ ≥ ρ̃), then weak
appointees facing a hard management problem can imitate the policy success of
talented appointees. These results are summarized in Proposition 1.4.

Proposition 1.4 Let β < β. If ρ < ρ < ρ̃, then in the equilibrium that maximizes
the president’s welfare and satisfies the D1 refinement, the president maintains
control over policy if either the appointee is weak (i.e., θ = θl) or the bureaucracy
is aligned (i.e., b = bl), while the talented appointee facing a hard management
problem is captured, and x∗1(bh; 1) = x̂. If ρ ≥ ρ̃, then in the equilibrium that
maximizes the president’s welfare and satisfies the D1 refinement, the president
maintains control over policy only if the bureaucracy is aligned (i.e., b = bl) and
both talented and weak appointees facing a hard management problem are captured
x∗1(bh; θl) = x∗1(bh; 1) = x̂.

1.5 The Evolution of Presidential Control
I now consider how presidential control responds to underlying political conditions
and evolves over a president’s term. The results have implications for both policy
control and personnel management. The results imply a correlation between ap-
pointee talent and capture, but also suggest an inference problem: appointee skill
cannot necessarily be inferred from policy concessions or, per force, an appointee’s



28

bhbl0

x∗1(bl ; 1) x∗1(bh; 1) = x∗1(bh; θl)

x∗1(bl ; θl)

Figure 1.4: Policy - appointeeswith hardmanagement problems are captured (t = 1).

Note: The light shaded region represents the additional policy concessions a
hostile bureaucrat receives from a talented appointee, whereas the dark shaded
region represents the additional policy concessions a hostile bureaucrat receives

from a weak appointee.

ideology.

Control over Policy First, I consider the president’s control over policy. The
results highlight that the president is able to exert more control over policy in the
second period, when appointees do not face reputation concerns to demonstrate
skill in their dealings with bureaucrats. This suggests that appointees, anticipating
departure from office, may actually improve presidential control in their dealings
with the bureaucracy, even when they confront strong resistance.

If there is potential for sufficient disagreement (i.e., bh > bh), then the president
always exercises more control over policy in the second period. In addition, if man-
agement problems are likely to be hard and officeholding benefits are large, then only
weak appointees facing an easymanagement problem distort their policy choices. In
this case, the extent of capture increases as bureaucratic hostility increases. Instead,
if management problems are likely to be hard, but officeholding benefits are suffi-
ciently small, then talented appointees facing hard management problems are always
captured and weak appointees facing hard management problems may be captured
if there is enough disagreement with hostile bureaucrats (bh > b̂). In this case, the
extent of capture increases as benefits of officeholding increase. Proposition 1.5
states these results.

Proposition 1.5 (Control over Policy) Let bh > bh. The president exercises more
control over policy in the second period (i.e., x∗2(b; θ) ≤ x∗1(b; θ)). If β ≥ β and
ρ > ρ̂, then first period policy control worsens as bureaucratic hostility increases
(i.e., bh → 1). If β ≥ β and ρ < ρ̂, then first period policy control worsens as the
benefits of officeholding increase (i.e., ρ→ ρ̂).
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Appointee Capture An important implication of the preceding analysis is how
appointee skill may be correlated with capture. Proposition 1.6 describes the re-
lationship between underlying political conditions and appointee capture. A key
takeaway of the analysis is that, provided there is potential for sufficient disagree-
ment with bureaucrats, only talented managers may be captured, provided office
benefits are sufficiently large, whereas only weak managers are captured if manage-
ment problems are likely to be hard and officeholding benefits are large. Otherwise,
both talented and weak appointees may provide excess policy concessions to bu-
reaucrats.

Proposition 1.6 (Appointee Capture) Let bh > bh. Only weak appointees are
captured if management problems are sufficiently likely to be hard and officeholding
benefits are large (i.e., β ≥ β, ρ > ρ̂). Only talented appointees are captured if
officeholding benefits are not too large (i.e., either β ≥ β, ρ < ρ̂, bh < b̂ or β < β,
ρ < ρ̃). Otherwise, both talented and weak appointees are captured.

Appointee Turnover Now, I consider the relationship between underlying polit-
ical conditions and appointee turnover. If there is a sufficiently high likelihood of
substantial disagreement (i.e., β ≥ β and bh > bh) and officeholding is sufficiently
valuable (i.e., ρ > ρ̂), then weak appointees facing easy management problems
are captured. In this equilibrium, the president always retains talented appointees
and dismisses weak appointees that face hard management problems. However, the
president also retains weak appointees that face easy management problems if they
generate policy success with the captured policy. This means turnover increases as
the likelihood the bureaucracy is hostile increases and as the weak appointee is a
worse manager. Proposition 1.7 states this formally.

Proposition 1.7 (Appointee Turnover) Let bh > bh, β ≥ β, and ρ > ρ̂. Then,
in the equilibrium that maximizes the president’s welfare, an appointee is retained
(i.e., r∗ = 1) only if policy implementation is successful (i.e., y = 1) and x = 0 or
x = bh − (1− c). The equilibrium probability the first period appointee is dismissed
increases as

• the likelihood the bureaucracy is hostile increases (β→ 1);

• the weak appointee’s managerial talent decreases (θl → 0).
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1.6 Conclusion
This chapter explores how the management issues appointees confront and ap-
pointee’s desires to demonstrate strong management skill affect presidential control
over policy. I argue that appointees’ reputation concerns may lead them to shift
policy towards bureaucrats at the expense of presidential control, even when they
share the administration’s policy preferences.

While presidents seek to retain only managers capable of preserving control over the
bureaucracy, the model demonstrates that presidents who observe concessions to
the bureaucracy may face a difficult inference problem. In particular, the president
is uncertain whether the loss of control is due to an appointee’s poor management
or due to a difficult management problem.

Weak managers may exploit the fact that strong managers must sometimes provide
policy concessions to career bureaucrats in order to ensure cooperation with the ad-
ministration’s policies. However, this can lead even skilled managers to select policy
more aligned with the bureaucrat’s interests in order to differentiate themselves from
weakmanagers. In equilibrium, both skilled andweakmanagersmay pursue policies
that benefit bureaucratic interests at the expense of the administration.

The results highlight structural impediments to presidential control that cannot
be addressed through administrative means: these issues cannot be avoided by
appointing allies. In doing so, the results reinforce that organizational structures
powerfully affect political outcomes.
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C h a p t e r 2

APPOINTEES AS POLICY EXPERTS: DELEGATING
AUTHORITY

Modern presidents, in particular, have understood that the ability to staff lower
levels of the federal bureaucracy is crucial tool for maintaining presidential control
over policymaking. President Kennedy believed that career bureaucrats would be
unable to act energetically enough (Wills 1982). Because of this, Kennedy relied on
temporary task forces rather than using typical bureaucratic routes (Pfiffner 1987).
The Reagan administration went even further—many Reagan appointees sought to
exclude career executives from policymaking discussions from the outset based on
fears that career officials would undermine administration’s policies (Carroll 1987;
Pfiffner 1987).

Given both the scrutiny appointees are subjected to and their importance as sub-
stitutes for the bureaucracy in the policymaking process, appointees must cultivate
a reputation for competence in order to maintain their position within an adminis-
tration. Central to appointees’ reputation concerns is whether or not they have the
expertise to “go it alone” instead of yielding to the expertise of career bureaucrats
whose policy views often differ from those of the president. Pendleton James,
who served as Director of Reagan’s Presidential Personnel Office, explained, “We
handled all the apppointments: boards, commissions, Schedule C’s, ambassador-
ships, judgeships. . . if you are going to run the government, you’ve got to control
the people that come into it” (quoted in Pfiffner 1987). This suggests that the
need to demonstrate independence from career bureaucrats may powerfully affect
interactions between appointees and bureaucrats.

2.1 Introduction
At a broad level, this chapter explores how the possibility of removal conditions
interactions between political appointees and the career bureaucrats. I argue that
removal authority changes the agency problem between the president and her ap-
pointees in a subtle but important way. Assuming appointees wish to be retained,
how removal authority affects appointee behavior depends on an appointee’s ide-
ological alignment with the president. In particular, ally appointees subject to
political removals may not draw on the expertise of career bureaucrats if doing so
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reveals they lack the expertise to determine policy themselves as this jeopardizes
their retention prospects. In contrast, even expert non-ally appointees face removal
by the executive which undermines their incentives to improve their reputation at
the expense of policy. This creates a tradeoff between ideological alignment and
informed policymaking that affects presidential appointments.

To develop this argument, I consider a two-period model of policymaking in which
the president selects and oversees a political appointee who can either delegate to a
subordinate career bureaucrat or determine policy himself. The president selects the
appointee on the basis of a known ideology and oversees the appointee. Based on
her oversight, the president can remove the appointee—this captures the president’s
formal removal authority—whereas career bureaucrats are not subject to political
removals and remain in office in each period. All actors have commonly known
spatial preferences over policy outcomes.1 The bureaucrat’s expertise about policy
effects is also common knowledge (H. Kaufman 1956; S. Gailmard and Patty 2007),
but the appointee’s expertise—or capability to competently determine policy—is
his private information. This reflects that an appointee’s ability may be assessed on
the job and that, for many job candidates, public information about competence is
limited.

I assume that appointee expertise is independently and identically distributed across
appointee ideologies such that initially there is no tradeoff between an appointee’s
partisanship and his expertise. In the model, an appointee’s expertise represents his
competence as it affects the appointee’s ability to independently execute policy.2
Appointees are either experts or non-experts: expert appointees are as informed as
the bureaucrat, whereas non-expert appointees are less informed. This means expert
appointees never benefit from bureaucratic expertise, while non-experts always
benefit provided they are sufficiently aligned with the bureaucrat. Nevertheless,
if expert appointees possess the expertise to determine policy themselves, then
delegating authority to the bureaucrat may reveal that an appointee lacks expertise.

A central point of the model is that a political appointee subject to removal may face
“career concerns” (Holmström 1999) to manipulate the president’s belief about his

1This contrasts with Fox and Jordan (2011), who consider the possibility that delegation reveals
information about the ideological congruence of politicians with voters. In their model, politicians
will use bureaucratic agents to create policy to avoid responsibility for unfavorable outcomes.

2In this model, appointee expertise is expertise about policy. When I discuss an appointee’s
“competence” in the context of this model, I mean an appointee’s policy expertise. Other analyses
have differentiated between “policy” expertise and managerial expertise (e.g., George A. Krause and
O’Connell 2016).
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ability through his delegation decision.3 In contrast with previousworkwhich argues
that the development of bureaucratic expertise inevitably created more reliance on
bureaucrats (Niskanen 1971; Miller and T. M. Moe 1983), this concern suggests
possibly too little reliance on careerist experts. The usual explanation for this is
that the ideological biases of career bureaucrats prevent such reliance (e.g., T. Moe
1985; Lewis 2010). However, I argue that an appointee’s reputation incentives
may undermine delegation to expert career civil servants—even when delegation
improves policy outcomes from both the appointee and president’s perspectives.

After identifying this insight, I show how an appointee’s desire to demonstrate exper-
tise affects presidential appointments. The main result is that if career bureaucrats
are not too biased the president selects a non-ally appointee in the first period in
order to encourage reliance on bureaucratic expertise by non-experts that prefer del-
egation. Because the president cannot commit to remove expert allies, whereas she
can commit to remove expert non-allies, reputation concerns create more distortion
in the delegation decisions of appointees closely aligned with the president. By
selecting non-ally appointees, the president credibly commits to sometimes dismiss
appointees even if they demonstrate high expertise. If the president is willing to
dismiss even experts, the policy cost to non-expert appointees of forgoing delegation
outweighs the potential reputation benefit. In equilibrium, the president selects the
appointee ideology that maximizes first period discipline—an appointee for which
retention is sequentially rational only if the president is certain the appointee is an
expert. This enables the president to commit to stringent retention criteria, which
facilitates delegation to better-informed career bureaucrats by non-expert appointees.

In contrast, the president always selects an ally appointee in the second period when
removal is impossible. This pattern of appointments is consistent with anecdotal
and empirical evidence (George A. Krause and O’Connell 2016) that suggests that
presidents place more importance on loyalty as their terms progress. For instance,
President Nixon sought to appoint loyalists in his second term, whereas in his first
term, he appointed officials with broad support (Nathan 1983).

While the president prefers allies to non-allies all else equal, an appointee’s compe-
tence may compensate for lack of ideological alignment. Previous work highlights
this tradeoff between loyalty to the president’s policy agenda and competence in pres-
idential appointments (e.g., Lewis 2010; George A. Krause and O’Connell 2019)

3Standard models conceives of delegation to career bureaucrats as necessary to ensure informed
policymaking (Epstein andO’Halloran 1994; Epstein andO’Halloran 1999), whereas non-delegation
represents a mechanism for control in view of policy disagreement (Lewis 2010).
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attributing this tradeoff to finite applicant pools and labor market constraints (Lewis
2011;George A. Krause and O’Connell 2019) or incentives to acquire costly exper-
tise (S. Gailmard and Patty 2007). In contrast, this chapter connects the personal
career incentives of appointees to incentives to demonstrate expertise: the level
of competence an appointee must demonstrate in order to remain in government
depends on the appointee’s ideology which affects the credibility of removal.

This chapter makes several contributions. First, it demonstrates how appointment
and removal powers interact to influence executive policymaking. Second, it distin-
guishes between an appointee’s preferences and his behavior in office when subject
to political removal. Third, it provides new insights into the tradeoff between ideo-
logical alignment and competence in presidential appointments—in particular how
appointee ideology evolves over terms. Finally, it highlights that successful policy-
making requires coordination between politicians and bureaucrats whose strategic
incentives potentially diverge. This issue has been highlighted in a growing body
of literature that considers multi-tier agency problems in the executive branch and
suggests that bureaucrats may either improve (Foarta 2021) or exacerbate (Li, Sasso,
and Turner 2021) electoral control of politicians through their strategic behavior.

Appointee Partisanship. A large literature examines how the appointment pro-
cess influences both the composition of executive agencies and the structure of
power between political appointees and career bureaucrats in ways which affect the
president’s ability to achieve her policy objectives (Lewis 2011). This literature
argues that modern presidents have increasingly looked to the political appointment
process to centralize authority over policy (T. Moe 1985; T. M. Moe and S. A. Wil-
son 1994; Lewis 2010). Many scholars have argued that by strategically appointing
political allies—appointees that share the president’s policy objectives—presidents
have asserted more control over executive policymaking (T. Moe 1985; Aberbach
and Rockman 2000; Lewis 2005; Lewis 2010).

Yet, in practice, the policy stances of political appointees do not necessarily coincide
with those of the president. For instance, A. M. Bertelli and Grose (2009) find
evidence that appointees’ ideologies differ significantly from the ideological views
of the president. Similarly, George A. Krause and O’Connell (2019) demonstrate
that political appointees vary in their competence and ideological alignment with
the president. George A. Krause and O’Connell (2016) further demonstrate that the
ideology of appointees evolve with the administration’s tenure.
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Formal explanations for ideological divergence between the president and her ap-
pointees argue that presidents are motivated by both policy and patronage goals
which may be furthered by appointing non-allies (A. Bertelli and Feldmann 2007)
in view of strategic interactions with other branches of government (McCarty 2004).
The logic underlying these models is that non-ally appointees balance the presi-
dent’s interests against the competing interests of either organized interest groups
(A. Bertelli and Feldmann 2007) or Congress (McCarty 2004). While these models
highlight the influence of actors external to the executive branch on presidential
appointments, I present a strategic rationale for non-ally appointments based solely
on forces within the executive branch.

Loyalty or Competence. The tension between loyalty and competence is central
to understanding presidential appointments and, more generally, administrative pol-
icymaking.4 This tradeoff has been well documented empirically. Constructing a
continuous measure of loyalty and competence, Richard W. Waterman and Ouyang
(2020) show that few appointees obtain both high loyalty and competence scores.

Recent empirical work examines how presidents resolve the tradeoff between loyalty
and competence in practice. George A. Krause and O’Connell (2019) show that
loyalty-competence tradeoffs are more significant with respect to policy expertise
than for general managerial talent. Presidents tend to value loyalty more in their
top-level appointees, whereas lower-level officials possess greater managerial talent
and policy expertise (George A. Krause and O’Connell 2016). However, RichardW.
Waterman and Ouyang (2020) find that presidents emphasize competence in pres-
idential nomination and Senate confirmation (PAS) and Senior Executive Service
(SES) appointments.

While the loyalty-competence tradeoff is generally attributed to labor market con-
straints (e.g., finite applicant pools) or, in the context of career bureaucrats, incentives
to acquire costly expertise (S. Gailmard and Patty 2007), I highlight how the ap-
pointee’s ideology shapes the agency problem the president faces with her appointee.
The nature of the agency problem between the president and appointee affects the
president’s ability to learn about an appointee’s expertise during his tenure.

This analysis differentiates between pure preference alignment and “real” loyalty
amongst political appointees. The key distinction is that real loyalty derives from

4The tradeoff between loyalty and competence has been studied in other settings, including
authoritarian regimes (e.g., Egorov and Sonin 2011).
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an appointee’s behavior in office. While T. Moe (1985) argues that presidents
have increasingly sought to install loyal appointees in order to gain control over
policy, this analysis shows that the logic underlying the desire to appoint loyalists
potentially conflates appointee preferences with behavior: loyalists are valuable
to the president because they act in accordance with the president’s preferences,
which they share. This logic may fail to describe appointee behavior if appointees
are subject to removal and retention is sufficiently valuable. This is because the
accountability relationship between the president and even loyal appointees—or as
I show, in particular for loyal appointees—places the president’s policy goals in
conflict with personal career incentives. The analysis demonstrates that selecting
appointees on the basis of loyalty potentially leads to worse behavior in office.

This result is most similar to the logic in Kenneth W. Shotts and Wiseman (2010),
which examines how the threat of removal affects an appointee’s investigative effort.
Kenneth W. Shotts and Wiseman (2010) similarly find that the threat of removal
is most effective when the appointee is unaligned with the executive, whereas
if the appointee is aligned with the executive the threat of replacement can lead
appointees to behave “dogmatically,” undermining the executive’s policy interests.
This result echoes results in Levy (2000) and Levy (2004) in which reputation
concerns undermine information provision. However, I find that the president
always replaces appointees with ideological allies in the second period when she
cannot credibly threaten removal.

2.2 A Model of Political Appointments with Executive Oversight
I consider a two-period model of policymaking, in which the president (E) both
selects and oversees a political appointee (P). In each period t = 1,2, the political
appointee must decide whether to retain decision-making authority or delegate
decision-making authority to a perfectly informed but biased expert bureaucrat
(A). The appointee’s first period delegation decision conveys information about the
appointee’s own expertise to the president that decides whether to remove or retain
him.5

5Throughout I use the terms agent and bureaucrat interchangeably to refer to career bureaucrats in
the executive branch who are not subject to political removal. Similarly, I use the terms president and
executive to refer to the principal that exercises removal authority. The more general terms reinforce
that this accountability arrangement may be generalized to other contexts beyond the United States
federal executive branch.
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Formal Description
In each period, there is an ex ante unknown state of the world, ωt ∈ Ω = [0,1],
which represents underlying political conditions that affect policy outcomes. The
common prior belief is that the state of the world, ωt , is distributed uniformly over
the interval [0,1], independent across periods. The bureaucrat observes the state of
the worldωt prior to policymaking. This captures that the bureaucrat is an expert, as
he is always informed when choosing policy. The bureaucrat’s expertise is common
knowledge.

Political appointees are either experts (θP = θh) or non-experts (θP = θl). An
appointee’s type is his private information, and determines the probability the ap-
pointee is informed of the state prior to policymaking. With probability θP an
appointee is informed ofωt , and with probability 1− θP an appointee is uninformed.
If the appointee is uninformed, he does not possess policy relevant private infor-
mation beyond the prior distribution of ωt . This guarantees that an uninformed
appointee is no more knowledgable than the president.

I assume that an expert appointee is as informed as the expert bureaucrat: θh = 1.
In other words, there is no information asymmetry between an expert appointee
and the bureaucratic agent, as both observe ωt directly. In contrast, I assume a
non-expert appointee is less likely to be informed with θl ∈ [0,1). This reflects that
a non-expert appointee is ex ante less likely than an expert appointee to be aware of
the appropriate policy to pursue.

In each policymaking period, the appointee either delegates policymaking authority
to the agent (dt = 1) or retains policymaking authority (dt = 0). If the appointee
retains policymaking authority (dt = 0), he then selects policy yt ∈ R. If instead the
agent holds policymaking authority (dt = 1), then the agent determines the policy
yt ∈ R.

The president observes the appointee’s delegation decision in each period, dt . This
is equivalent to assuming the president observes the identity of the decision-maker.
I discuss the substantive basis for this assumption in more detail following the model
exposition.

Following the first period and after observing the appointee’s delegation decision,
the president decides to either retain (r = 1) or remove (r = 0) the appointee. I
assume that an appointee’s expertise is independent of his ideology. The common
prior belief that an untried replacement appointee is an expert is given by κ ∈ (0, κ̃)
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where κ̃ =
√

3
2 .6 At the conclusion of the second policymaking period payoffs are

realized and the interaction ends.

Sequence. In each policymaking period t, the sequence is as follows:

1. If t = 1 or r = 0, the president (E) selects an appointee with commonly known
bias bP ∈ R.

2. Nature draws the state of the world ωt ∈ [0,1] and the untried appointee’s
expertise θP ∈ {θl,1}.

3. The appointee (P) observes his expertise, θP.

4. The appointee retains policymaking authority (dt = 0) or delegates (dt = 1)
authority to the bureaucratic agent (A).

5. a) If P retains policymaking authority (dt = 0),

i. With probability θP P is perfectly informed of the state (sP
t = ωt),

whereaswith probability 1−θP P is uninformed of the state (sP
t = ∅).

ii. P selects policy yt ∈ R.

b) If P delegates (dt = 1),

i. A is informed of the state (sA
t = ωt).

ii. A selects policy yt ∈ R.

6. E observes dt .

Payoffs. The president obtains utility from policy in each period according to

uE
t = −(yt − ωt)

2,

whereas the appointee and the bureaucrat obtain utility from policy equal to

ui
t = −(yt − ωt − bi)

2.

This assumes, without loss of generality, that the president prefers that policy
correspond exactly with ωt . Both the bureaucrat’s bias, bA, and an appointee’s bias,
bP, are common knowledge. The bureaucrat does not share the president’s policy

6This assumption ensures there is a substantial tradeoff between ideology and expertise. The
analysis is similar if untried first period appointees are of higher competence than the pool of second
period replacements.
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preferences, or bA > 0. This reflects a standard assumption in delegation models:
that career bureaucrats may be more informed, but are also biased relative to the
preferences of the president. I refer to an appointee as an ally of the president if
bP = 0.

I assume that appointees obtain utility from policy in each period irrespective of
whether or not they hold office. In addition, the appointee obtains a payoff τ in
each period in which he holds office. The parameter τ represents pure officeholding
benefits which are distinct from the policy benefits of officeholding. Throughout
I assume that the pure officeholding benefits are sufficiently large or τ > τ. If
appointees place little value on office-holding (τ ≤ τ), then non-expert appointees
would prefer dismissal to the policy distortions necessary to gain retention. In such
cases, non-expert appointees would prefer to exit government and the president
would not face an agency problem with ally appointees. Assumption 2.1 provides a
formal definition of τ. I also assume a common discount factor δ ∈ (0,1).

Strategies and Information. Prior to the election the president observes the
appointee’s delegation decision. Based on the appointee’s delegation decision,
the president forms beliefs about the appointee’s level of competence, given by
κ̂(d1, bP) : d1 × bP → [0,1], which assign for each possible first period delegation
decision d1 ∈ {0,1} and appointee ideology, a probability that the appointee is an
expert (θP = 1).

A strategy for the president is a choice of appointee ideology bP in the first period or
in the second period, following removal, βP

t : t → R, and a probability of retaining
the first period appointee given the president’s information, or ρ(d1, βP) : d1×bP →

[0,1].

A strategy for the bureaucrat is a policy action given the his private information, ωt ,
provided he is delegated to (i.e., dt = 1), or yt : 1 × ωt → R. I denote the agent’s
strategy by y(1) ≡ (y1(1, ·), y2(1, ·)). A strategy for the appointee is a probability of
delegation (i.e., dt = 1) given his type θP ∈ {θl,1} × bP, or σt : θP × bP → [0,1],
and a policy choice yt : 0 × sP

t → R if he retains decision-making authority (i.e.,
dt = 0).

Discussion
There are three basic premises of the model. First, presidents care about the
competence of their appointees. Second, appointee competence is not fully known
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at the time of appointment. Third, the president uses both the information available
and the institutional tools at her disposable to promote competence amongst her
appointees. I discuss each of these assumptions in turn.

A Preference for Competence. Presidents seek to install political appointees
that will effectively carry out their policy agenda. As Clay Johnson, George W.
Bush’s first director of presidential personnel, made plain in a personnel document,
“This is not a beauty contest. The goal is to pick the person who has the greatest
chance of accomplishing what the principal wants done” (Lewis 2010, p. 27).
Because political appointments have been used to exert control over bureaucratic
policymaking (B. DanWood and RichardW.Waterman 1991b), many scholars have
argued that competent appointees are better able to support presidential programs
(Mann 1964; Edwards 2001). To maintain control over policymaking, T. Moe
(1985) argues that presidents value “responsive competence” in their appointees.

Upper-tier political appointees, in particular, are able to exert substantial influence
over policymaking (see H. A. Kaufman 1981; J. Q. Wilson 1995). Therefore,
ensuring that these appointees have the ability to effectively execute policy is critical
for influencing bureaucratic policymaking. In the words of a congressional staffer:

White House people are generally quite sincere when they say they
want good people. They tend to realize—to a greater or lesser extent—
that the success of their administration depends on getting high-quality
people. . . (Heclo 1977, p. 95)

Moreover, as presidents are held accountable for government performance (T. M.
Moe and S. A. Wilson 1994), the president seeks to appoint individuals that are
able to “. . . manage, design, and effectively carry out new programs, implement key
legislation, or deliver services” (Edwards 2001, p. 15).

Uncertainty about Appointee Competence. Though presidents have long rec-
ognized the value of competent appointees, ensuring recruitment of qualified ap-
pointees in practice is another matter—especially given the large number of vacan-
cies the president is expected to fill (Lewis 2010). Given the immense demands
of the appointment process, presidential aides tasked with recommending qualified
applicants may place less emphasis on expertise than on simply filling a vacancy.
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As a Reagan aide stated, “As far as I’m concerned anyone who supported Reagan is
competent” (Lewis 2010, p. 27).

While an appointee’s partisan sympathies may be reasonably divined from previous
involvement with political campaigns, an appointee’s competence or expertise is
often more difficult to discern. This problem is exacerbated by the influx of young
appointees whose past experience is limited. For instance, finding qualified appli-
cants to fill lower level subcabinet vacancies is often difficult and these posts are
increasingly filled by young and relatively inexperienced candidates (Pfiffner 1987).

These observations reinforce that the selection process does not necessarily identify
the most qualified applicants ex ante. This suggests that there is scope to reassess an
appointee’s capabilities based on performance on-the-job. I incorporate this tension
into the model by assuming that the executive is uncertain of the appointee’s ability,
modeled as the likelihood the appointee understands underlying political conditions
when selecting policy. This simply reflects that there is residual uncertainty about
the appointee’s officeholding qualifications that may be revealed post-appointment.

Promoting Appointee Competence. In this model, the president generates ac-
countability to her policy preferences by either removing or retaining the political
appointee. I assume that the president bases retention decisions on appointees’ for-
mal participation in the policymaking process—rather than the appointee’s policy
decisions which are unobserved (Acs 2018; Potter 2019).

Policy choices and, per force, policy effects take years tomaterialize as policymaking
“rarely seems to involve a group of political executives walking in, thumping the
table, and giving the administration’s marching orders” (Heclo 1977, p. 178).
Rather, more often policymaking is characterized by “a continuing dialogue in
which bureaucrats are important participants” (Heclo 1977, p. 178).

As a result, presidents may look to the policymaking process for information about
an appointee’s ability. This attention to interactions between political appointees
and career civil servants is captured by Heclo (1977): “Weaknesses among political
executives lead inevitably to White House complaints” about their cooptation by the
permanent bureaucrats they were supposed to oversee (p. 111). President Nixon
memorably complained about a member of his Cabinet, “rather than running the
bureaucracy, the bureaucracy runs him.”7 This illustrates that appointees’ dealings
with career bureaucrats are subject to executive scrutiny.

7https://www.nytimes.com/1979/08/12/archives/conflict-over-the-cabinet-cabinet.html
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The president can see which actors are exercising leadership in developing policy
long before she can observe the actor’s policy choice or the effects of the policy.
Given demands on the president, presidents have to act quickly on the best informa-
tion they have when they have it; they cannot necessarily afford to wait to see policy
results materialize. Moreover, from a purely theoretical standpoint, the appointee’s
delegation decision provides useful information to the president. Even if the presi-
dent were to observe policy, observing the extent of an appointee’s involvement in
the policymaking process provides additional information that helps the president
discriminate amongst appointees at the retention stage.

In practice, few early appointees continue to serve deep into presidential adminis-
trations. In recent administrations, only 11% of high-level appointees continued to
serve throughout the president’s second term.8 This trend also appears to hold for
lower level appointments whose tenure in government is brief.

2.3 Analysis
The equilibrium analysis considers perfect Bayesian equilibria (PBE) in which
beliefs satisfy the D1 criterion (Banks and Sobel 1987). This implies that players’
actions are consistent with their beliefs and beliefs are derived using Bayes’ Rule
when possible. Off the equilibrium path, beliefs assign positive probability only
to the type of appointee that benefits from the deviation (in terms of generating
a greater payoff relative to her equilibrium expected payoff) for a larger subset of
possible off path retention probabilities by the executive. This implies that off-
path delegation causes the executive to infer that the appointee is inexpert, whereas
off-path leadership causes the executive to infer that the appointee is expert.9

The D1 refinement preserves pooling equilibria that would be ruled out by off-
path beliefs that assign greater probability following off-path actions to types that
intrinsically dislike the action, while eliminating pooling equilibria in which each
type of appointee takes the action preferred by the executive’s least preferred type.
For instance, absent this refinement, an appointee could prefer to deviate to off-path
actions intrinsically less appealing to her type in order to signal her expertise to the
executive (e.g., an expert appointee delegating to signal her expertise). Alternatively,
without this refinement, there exist equilibria in which both experts and non-experts

8https://presidentialtransition.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/6/2019/11/Turnover-
Report11.7.19.pdf

9This holds for the parameter regions considered in the analysis. If office-holding benefits are
low enough, off-path delegation would cause the executive to infer the appointee is expert.
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delegate even if each prefers to exercise policy leadership. This occurs only if
retention benefits are sufficiently large and off-path the executive believes non-expert
appointees are more likely to determine policy themselves.

An equilibrium is given by (σ∗, y∗, β∗, ρ∗, κ∗). In equilibrium, the executive infers
the expertise of the appointee and retains the first period appointee on the basis
of these beliefs, κ∗, according to ρ∗. Each type of appointee selects a probability
of delegation σ∗ understanding the inference the executive will draw based on her
information, dt . Proofs for all formal results are given in Appendix B.1. Appendix
B.2 provides proofs for statements of uniqueness, while Appendix B.3 provides
conditions on equilibrium appointee strategies: that in any PBE at most one type
of appointee is indifferent between delegating authority and exercising leadership.
This implies that in any PBE, appointees use either fully pooling, fully separating,
or semi-separating strategies in the first period. If either type of appointee is
indifferent between delegating authority and exercising policy leadership in a PBE,
the equilibrium is semi-separating.

Policymaking
I first consider how policy is chosen in each period for a given allocation of formal
decision-making authority. I use the term policymaking to refer to the choice of
policy yt in each period, whereas the delegation decision, dt , refers to the authority
to select policy yt . The delegation decision will determine the identity of the
policymaker in each period—if the appointee delegates to the bureaucrat (dt = 1)
the bureaucrat selects policy, whereas if the appointee retains authority (dt = 0) he
selects policy himself.

The executive retains the appointee based on the delegation decision, which indicates
the appointee’s involvement in the policymaking process. The extent to which the
appointee relies on the bureaucrat to make policy potentially conveys information
about the appointee’s level of expertise as less expert appointees have more to gain
by transferring policy authority to a better informed bureaucrat. Given that the
executive does not observe policy choices or outcomes, she cannot condition her
retention decisions on policy performance. As a result, the policy choice does not
impact the appointee’s retention prospects. Conditional on a distribution of formal
policymaking authority, the policy choice only impacts each actors’ utility in that
period.

This observation has two important implications for this analysis. First, policymak-
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ing incentives for both the appointee and the bureaucrat are identical in each period.
Second, the policymaker does not have an incentive to distort his policy choice.
This means that in each period policies will reflect both the bias and information of
the policymaker—the actor that determines policy will select his preferred policy
given the information available to him and his ideology. Specifically, in each period,
the agent will select policy according to

y∗t (1,ωt) = ωt + bA, (2.1)

whereas the appointee will select policy according to

y∗t (0, sP
t ) =


sP

t + bP if sP
t ∈ {0,1}

E(ωt) + bP if sP
t = ∅.

(2.2)

If the executive were able to observe the appointee’s policy choice in addition to the
delegation decision, an uninformed appointee may face incentives to signal ability
through his policy choice. I do not consider this case here. Instead, I focus on
the appointee’s incentives to signal ability purely through the distribution of formal
decision-making authority.

Delegation without Reputation Concerns
To understand the reputation incentives executive oversight and the possibility of
removal introduce for political appointees, I first analyze an appointee’s delegation
behavior in the absence of retention incentives. This corresponds to the equilibrium
delegation behavior in the second period and provides a baseline for comparison.

Absent retention concerns, an appointee’s delegation decision is purely guided
by his ideology and level of expertise. An appointee is only willing to delegate
decision-making authority to the bureaucrat if the benefits of informed policymaking
outweigh the costs of worse control over policy choice. Thus, an appointee is willing
to delegate only if

−(bA − bP)
2 ≥ −(1 − θP)Var(ωt) ⇒ bA − ε(θP) ≤ bP ≤ bA + ε(θP) (2.3)

where ε(θP) ≡ [(1 − θP)Var(ωt)]
1
2 .10 This reflects a standard tradeoff in delegation

decisions: a principal cannot gain from a biased agent’s expertise without some loss
of control.

10To simplify notation, going forward I omit the subscript t when referring to distributional
properties of the random variable ω1 or ω2, as E(ω1) = E(ω2) and Var(ω1) = Var(ω2).



45

As expert appointees have access to the same information as the bureaucrat when
determining policy, only non-expert appointees sufficiently aligned with the bureau-
crat will have a strict incentive to delegate given θl ∈ [0,1). Definition 2.1 defines
the set of appointee biases for which delegation yields a weakly greater second
period expected utility for a non-expert appointee. Lemma 2.1 states the second
period delegation behavior for each type of appointee.

Definition 2.1 ∆∗ ≡ [bA − ε(θl), bA + ε(θl)]

Lemma 2.1 (Second Period Delegation) In the second period, an expert appointee
retains decision-making authority (i.e., σ∗2 (1, bP) = 0), whereas a non-expert ap-
pointee delegates if and only if he is sufficiently aligned with the bureaucrat, or

σ∗2 (θl, bP) =


1 if bP ∈ ∆

∗

0 otherwise.
(2.4)

Based on the delegation behavior described in Lemma 2.1, I identify two different
configurations of bureaucratic bias. Definition 2.2 uses an ally appointee’s (bP = 0)
delegation decision to characterize a bureaucrat as either moderate or extreme.
A bureaucrat is moderate if, absent career concerns, non-expert ally appointees
prefer to delegate to the bureaucrat. A bureaucrat is extreme if, instead, non-expert
ally appointees prefer to determine policy themselves, rather than delegate to the
bureaucrat. Given the ally holds the same policy preferences as the executive, the
threshold also reflects the executive’s preferences over an ally appointee’s behavior
while in office.

Definition 2.2 The bureaucrat is said to be moderate if bA ≤ ε(θl) and extreme if
bA > ε(θl).

Appointee Selection (t = 2). Next I consider the executive’s preferences over
appointee ideology in the second periodwhen the appointee is not subject to removal.
To understand the executive’s preferences over the ideology of her appointees in the
second period, first consider the utility each type of political appointee generates. An
expert appointee always exercises policy leadership, whereas a non-expert appointee
delegates only if he is sufficiently aligned with the bureaucratic agent.

In the second period, appointees do not face reputation incentives to demonstrate
expertise and, as a consequence, do not distort their delegation decisions from what
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is policy-optimal based on their own expertise and ideology. Furthermore, there
is no tradeoff between ideology and expertise in the second period: all appointees
have the same expected competence κ, and there is no benefit from learning about
an appointee’s competence on the job. Therefore, the executive’s expected utility
from an untried political appointee is

EuE
2 (bP; bA) =


−κb2

P − (1 − κ)b
2
A if bP ∈ ∆

∗

−b2
P − (1 − κ)(1 − θl)Var(ω) if bP < ∆

∗.
(2.5)

For either configuration of bureaucratic preferences, each type of ally appointee
chooses the executive’s preferred action given his type. If the bureaucrat is moderate,
appointing an ally ensures reliance on bureaucratic expertise by non-experts without
inflicting the cost of known policy disagreement if the appointee is an expert. If
the bureaucrat is extreme, appointing an ally ensures a non-expert appointee does
not transfer authority to the bureaucrat while minimizing the cost of known policy
disagreement with her appointees. This means the executive will always replace a
removed appointee with an ideological ally. Lemma 2.2 formally states this result.

Lemma 2.2 (Replacing an Appointee) If the first period appointee is removed (i.e.,
r = 0), the executive replaces the removed appointee with an ideological ally,
βP∗

2 = 0.

Lemma 2.2 allows the analysis to be simplified to consider just the optimal appointee
ideology in the first period, given that the executive always replaces a removed
appointee with an ideological ally. The second period appointee selection behavior
reflects a standard logic in the political appointments literature: a president utilizes
the political appointment process to install ally appointees loyal to the president’s
policy agenda.

This highlights the importance of loyalty when appointees do not face reputation
incentives. When appointing a replacement, the president does not face a tradeoff
between ideology and control. In general, the president will only be willing to
appoint a non-ally if doing so furthers her control over policymaking. This ten-
sion between ideology and control arises in the first period when appointees face
reputation concerns to demonstrate expertise that vary by ideology.

Removal Decision
Given the second period behavior described, an executive will remove an appointee
if the expected utility from replacing the appointee exceeds the expected utility from
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retaining the appointee. The executive’s expected utility from removing the first
period appointee is given by

EuE
2 (remove) =


−(1 − κ)b2

A if bA ≤ ε(θl)

−(1 − κ)(1 − θl)Var(ω) if bA > ε(θl),
(2.6)

whereas his expected utility from retaining the first period appointee is

EuE
2 (retain; κ̂) =


−κ̂b2

P − (1 − κ̂)b
2
A if bP ∈ ∆

∗

−b2
P − (1 − κ̂)(1 − θl)Var(ω) if bP < ∆

∗
(2.7)

where κ̂ represents the executive’s posterior belief that the first period appointee is
an expert.

Remark 2 characterizes the executive’s posterior beliefs for any strategy profile in
which experts always determine policy themselves. This formalizes a key strategic
tension in the model: a non-expert appointee may improve his reputation by deter-
mining policy himself. Nevertheless, competence alone is insufficient to guarantee
retention. Instead, both the executive’s beliefs that an appointee is competent and
the extent of ideological alignment between the executive and appointee jointly
determine retention.

Remark 2 (Executive Beliefs) Suppose expert appointees always determine policy
themselves (i.e., σ∗1 (1, bP) = 0) and non-expert appointees sometimes delegate (i.e.,
σ∗1 (θl, bP) ∈ (0,1]). Then, the executive’s equilibrium posterior beliefs are given by

κ∗(d1, bP) =
κ

κ + (1 − κ)(1 − σ∗1 (θl, bP))
if d1 = 0 (2.8)

0 otherwise.

(2.9)

If both expert and non-expert appointees determine policy themselves (i.e.,σ∗1 (1, bP) =

σ∗1 (θl, bP) = 0), then κ∗(0, bP) = κ.

If an appointee is too ideologically extreme, then the cost of ideological disagreement
outweighs the possible benefits of competence. Lemma 2.3 provides a formal
statement of this intuition. Definition 2.3 defines the set of appointee biases that
may possibly be retained with positive probability in an equilibrium, R. If bP < R,
then no belief κ̂ ∈ [0,1] would lead the executive to retain the appointee.
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Lemma 2.3 There exists κ̂ ∈ [0,1] such that it is sequentially rational for the
executive to retain the appointee if and only if

• the bureaucrat is moderate and −bA
√

1 − κ ≤ bP ≤ bA
√

1 − κ; or

• the bureaucrat is extreme and −ε(θl)
√
(1 − κ) ≤ bP ≤ ε(θl)

√
(1 − κ).

Definition 2.3 R ≡ [−min{bA, ε(θl)}
√

1 − κ,min{bA, ε(θl)}
√

1 − κ]

Provided an appointee is sufficiently aligned with the executive (i.e., bP ∈ R), the
appointee’s expertisemay compensate the executive forworse ideological alignment.
While the executive prefers allies all else equal, she will prefer an expert non-
ally to a less expert ally. If bP ∈ R, the executive will only retain an appointee
that is sufficiently expert, or κ̂ ≥ κ. Lemma 2.4 provides a formal statement of
the level of expertise an appointee must demonstrate in order to be retained with
positive probability in equilibrium, κ. This retention threshold varies based on
the ideological alignment between the president and her appointee, as well as the
ideology of the bureaucrat.

Lemma 2.4 (Retention) The executive retains an appointee (i.e., ρ∗(·, bP) > 0) only
if bP ∈ R and κ̂ ≥ κ where

κ =



κb2
A

b2
A − b2

P

if bA ≤ ε(θl), bP ∈ ∆
∗

1 −
((1 − κ)b2

A − b2
P)

(1 − θl)Var(ω)
if bA ≤ ε(θl), bP < ∆

∗

b2
A − (1 − κ)(1 − θl)Var(ω)

b2
A − b2

P

if bA > ε(θl), bP ∈ ∆
∗

κ +
b2

P

(1 − θl)Var(ω)
if bA > ε(θl), bP < ∆

∗.

(2.10)

Otherwise, the appointee is dismissed (i.e., ρ∗(·, bP) = 0).

An important implication of Lemma 2.4 is that as ideological disagreement between
the executive and the appointee increases, appointees must demonstrate greater
expertise in order to be retained. This is consistent with the intuition that competence
may compensate for worse ideological alignment. An ally appointee need only be
as expert as his potential replacement in order to be retained, whereas a non-ally
must be more expert. The level of competence an appointee must demonstrate in
order to be retained is depicted graphically in Figure 2.3.
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Two observations are key for understanding appointment incentives in the first
period: retaining decision-making authority improves a non-expert appointee’s rep-
utation (Remark 2); and the ideology of the appointee affects the credibility of
removal. The ideology of the first period appointee commits the executive to using
the retention threshold κ which affects a non-expert appointee’s incentives to im-
prove his reputation by retaining decision-making authority. This means that, if the
bureaucrat is moderate, the level of expertise required to be retained directly corre-
sponds to the discipline the executive can induce in equilibrium amongst appointees
that prefer to delegate to the bureaucrat (i.e., bP ∈ ∆

∗).

Delegation with Reputation Concerns
Now I consider an appointee’s delegation behavior when he is subject to oversight
and removal by the executive. This is key for understanding first period appointment
incentives because the threat of removal may induce appointees to deviate from their
second period policymaking behavior if the benefit of office-holding is sufficiently
large. I restrict attention to this substantively important case.

Assumption 2.1 guarantees that an ally appointee prefers to be retained to such an
extent that he is willing to sacrifice policy utility in the first period to do so. For
sufficiently low office-holding motivations, there no meaningful tradeoff between
appointee ideology and first period policymaking. If office-holding motives are
sufficiently weak, appointees do not deviate from their second period delegation
behavior in order to remain in government. This analysis seeks to highlight op-
timal appointments precisely when retention motives dominate first period policy
concerns.

Assumption 2.1 τ > max
{

1
δ

[
(1 − θ)Var(ω) − (1 − δκ)b2

A

]
, κb2

A(1 + 2
√

1 − κ)
}
≡

τ

In order to characterize first period delegation, I first define what it means for an
appointee to under-delegate. An appointee is said to under-delegate if he fails to
rely on bureaucratic expertise due to retention concerns. Definition 2.4 provides a
formal statement of under-delegation.

Definition 2.4 (Under-Delegation)Anappointee is said to under-delegate ifσ∗1 (θP, bP) <

σ∗2 (θP, bP).
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κ

0
0 bP

bP ∈ ∆
∗

Figure 2.1: bA <
ε(θl)

1+
√

1−κ

.5

κ
1

κ

0
0 bPbA − ε(θl)

bP ∈ ∆
∗

Figure 2.2: ε(θl)

1+
√

1−κ
< bA < ε(θl)

Figure 2.3: Retention threshold, κ, for bP ∈ R.

*
Note: The graph is constructed for κ = 1

2 , θl = 0. The left figure uses bA = 0.15,
the right uses bA = 0.2.
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Understanding an appointee’s incentives to under-delegate is critical for understand-
ing the executive’s preferences over first period appointments when the bureaucrat
is moderate. Non-expert appointees more aligned with the executive do not need to
demonstrate as much expertise in order to be retained. This means non-experts can
delegate less and still be retained. Lemma 2.5 formally characterizes equilibrium
delegation in the first period.

Lemma 2.5 (First Period Delegation) Assume τ > τ and bA < ε(θ). In any
equilibrium that satisfies D1,

• expert appointees always select policy themselves σ∗1 (1, bP) = 0

• non-expert appointees under-delegate if bP ∈ ∆
∗ ∩ R with

σ∗1 (θl, bP) =
b2

P

(1 − κ)b2
A

; (2.11)

otherwise, non-expert appointees aligned with the bureaucrat delegate, while
non-expert appointees unalignedwith the bureaucrat retain authority,σ∗1 (θl, bP) =

σ∗2 (θl, bP).

By Lemma 2.5, non-expert ally appointees will determine policy themselves despite
a preference for delegation absent retention concerns. This means that the exec-
utive’s belief an ally appointee that retains decision-making authority is expert is
κ. Similarly, Lemma 2.5 implies that the executive’s belief an appointee unaligned
with the bureaucrat (i.e., bP < ∆

∗) that retains decision-making authority is expert
is also κ, given appointees unaligned with the bureaucrat always determine policy
themselves (i.e., σ∗1 (θP, bP) = 0 ∀ bP < ∆

∗).

For identical levels of expected competence, the executive will always prefer an ally
to a non-ally–and so there always exists some bP ∈ ∆

∗ that the executive prefers to
bP < ∆

∗ in the first period. In second period, Lemma 2.2 implies bP ∈ ∆
∗ provided

bA ≤ ε(θ) following dismissal r = 0. Therefore, Proposition 2.1 follows as a direct
implication of Lemma 2.2 and Lemma 2.5.

Proposition 2.1 Assume τ > τ and bA < ε(θl). Then, βP∗
t ∈ ∆

∗.

The executive will always select appointees that have a policy interest in delegating
authority to the bureaucrat if the bureaucrat is moderate. Nevertheless, if office-
holding is sufficiently valuable to political appointees (Assumption 2.1), appointees
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Figure 2.4: bA <
ε(θl)

1+
√

1−κ
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σ∗t (θl, bP)

1

0
0 bPbA − ε(θl)

bP ∈ ∆
∗

Figure 2.5: ε(θl)

1+
√

1−κ
< bA < ε(θ)

Figure 2.6: Equilibrium delegation by non-experts if bP ∈ R.

*
Note: The solid segments indicate equilibrium delegation by the non-expert

appointee if t = 1. The loosely dashed segment indicates equilibrium delegation by
the non-expert appointee if t = 2. The graph is constructed for κ = 1

2 , θl = 0. The
left graph uses bA = 0.15, the right uses bA = 0.2.
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distort their use of bureaucratic expertise (Lemma 2.5). In particular, non-expert
appointees sufficiently aligned with both the bureaucrat and the executive under-
delegate in the first period.

2.4 Equilibrium and Dynamics of Appointments
In this analysis, I focus on the case of a moderate bureaucrat. This is precisely
when there is a meaningful conflict between an ally appointee’s personal career
incentives and policy-optimal use of bureaucratic expertise from the executive’s
perspective. The executive always prefers that non-expert appointees delegate to
a moderate bureaucrat, whereas non-expert appointees face incentives to improve
their reputation by retaining policymaking authority.

To build intuition for the equilibrium results, first consider the executive’s utility
from an ally appointee. By Lemma 2.5, both expert and non-expert ally appointees
will determine policy themselves if office-holding benefits are sufficiently large.
Then, the executive’s utility from appointing an ally in the first period is

−(1 − κ)(1 − θl)Var(ω) − δ(1 − κ)b2
A. (2.12)

Now consider the executive’s expected utility from a non-ally that favors delega-
tion (i.e., bP ∈ ∆

∗). Given an appointee’s delegation behavior (Lemma 2.5), the
executive’s expected utility from appointing a non-ally bP ∈ ∆

∗ ∩R may be written
as

b2
P

b2
A

[
b2

P + (1 − θl)Var(ω)
]

︸                           ︷︷                           ︸
Policy gains

− 2b2
P︸︷︷︸

Policy losses

− (1 − κ)(1 − θl)Var(ω) − δ(1 − κ)b2
A︸                                        ︷︷                                        ︸

Constant in appointee bias, bP

.(2.13)

Comparing the executive’s utility from an ally (equation 2.12) to her utility from a
non-ally (equation 2.13) highlights that first period appointments only influence the
executive’s expected utility through the appointment’s affect on first period policy:
if office-holding is sufficiently valuable, the executive’s second period expected
utility is identical for all bP ∈ ∆

∗ ∩ R. Therefore, the executive will choose the
ideology of her first period appointee in order to maximize first period control.
As the policy losses from a non-ally are concave, whereas the gains are convex
this implies either bP = 0 if the policy losses exceed the policy gains or bP ∈

{−bA
√

1 − κ, bA
√

1 − κ} ∩ ∆∗ (by Proposition 2.1).

The policy gains outweigh the policy losses only if the bureaucrat is sufficiently
moderate. Proposition 2.2 states the key result of the analysis. If bureaucrats
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Figure 2.7: Appointee Selection if τ > τ (t = 1)

*
Note: The solid segments indicate the president’s optimal first period appointee.

The loosely dashed segment indicates the bureaucrat’s bias. The graph is
constructed for κ = 1

2 , θl = 0.

are not too extreme, then the president benefits from installing appointees whose
ideologies differ from her own. In equilibrium, the president selects the appointee
to maximize first period discipline. This guarantees policy is made by experts in the
first period: either by expert appointees who maintain decision-making authority or
by the expert bureaucrats empowered to make policy by non-expert appointees. This
highlights that worse ideological alignment between the executive and her appointee
may confer greater control in the first period.

Proposition 2.2 (First Period Appointments) Assume τ > τ and bA < ε(θ). If
bA < ε(θl)√

1+κ
, then in any equilibrium that satisfies the D1 refinement, the president

selects a biased first period appointee, βP∗
1 , 0:

• If bA <
ε(θl)

1+
√

1−κ
, then βP∗

1 ∈ {−bA
√

1 − κ, bA
√

1 − κ}.

• If ε(θl)

1+
√

1−κ
< bA <

ε(θl)√
1+κ

, then βP∗
1 = bA

√
1 − κ.

Otherwise, if bA >
ε(θl)√
1+κ

, the president selects an ally in the first period, βP∗
1 = 0.
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If the bureaucrat is sufficiently aligned with the president, the ideological diver-
gence between the president and her appointees is increasing in bureaucratic bias.
As bureaucratic bias increases, the president must select increasingly less aligned
appointees in order to encourage non-expert appointees to rely on better informed
bureaucrats. In contrast, as competence is more abundant, the president faces less
of a tradeoff between ideology and expertise. This leads the president to select
appointees more aligned with her own ideology—and less aligned with the agent.
As appointee talent improves, the president is less willing to appoint non-allies
given the increased likelihood ally appointees are competent. These results are
summarized in Proposition 2.3.

Proposition 2.3 (Ideological Alignment) Assume τ > τ and bA < ε(θ)
√

1+κ
. Then,

ideological divergence between the executive and her first period appointee is

• increasing in the bureaucrat’s bias, bA

• decreasing in the expected competence of a replacement, κ.

The analysis has implications for how political appointments evolve throughout the
president’s tenure in office. Provided the bureaucrat is sufficiently moderate, first
period appointees are always less aligned with the president than second period
appointees. This result is stated formally in Proposition 2.4. In the second period
there is no tradeoff between appointee ideology and control over policymaking—
each type of ally appointee takes the policy-optimal action given his type. In contrast,
in the first period the president confronts a tradeoff between ideology and control.
In order encourage reliance on bureaucratic expertise, she appoints a non-ally.

This result is consistent with empirical findings that suggest presidents prioritize
loyalty more as their administrations progress (George A. Krause and O’Connell
2016).11 This analysis suggests that as the nature of the appointments problem itself
changes over time, appointee selection also changes. When removal is possible and
the bureaucrat is sufficiently moderate, the president appoints non-allies. When
removal is impossible, real loyalty vis-à-vis appointee behavior coincides with
preference loyalty. If removal is more costly due to a weak or dwindling pool of

11George A. Krause and O’Connell (2016) attribute this change in appointments to presidents
learning on-the-job how to better manage the bureaucracy. This analysis suggests that selecting
appointees on the basis on preference alignment may not be due to experiential learning (D. P.
Carpenter 2010; George A. Krause and O’Connell 2016), but rather due to the changing nature of
the appointments problem.
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replacements, then political removals may be less credible in practice late in an
administration.

Proposition 2.4 (Evolution of Appointments) Assume τ > τ and βA <
ε(θ)
√

1+κ
. Then,

the first period appointee is less aligned than his replacement, or |βP∗
1 | > |β

P∗
2 |.

The analysis demonstrates that, conditional on retention, non-allies aremore likely to
be competent. Proposition 2.5 states that if the bureaucrat is moderate in equilibrium
non-allies are retained only if they are experts, whereas both expert and non-expert
allies may be retained. This is a direct implication of Lemma 2.5.

Proposition 2.5 (Loyalty-Competence) Assume τ > τ and bA < ε(θ). If bA <
ε(θ)
√

1+κ
,

then a non-ally appointee retained in equilibrium is an expert (i.e., κ∗(r = 1) = 1). If
bA >

ε(θ)
√

1+κ
, then an ally appointee retained in equilibrium is expert with probability

κ (i.e., κ∗(r = 1) = κ).

While appointee expertise is initially independent of ideology, this analysis suggests
that an association between ideology and expertise amongst appointees that remain
in the administration may develop as an administration progresses. The association
between an appointee’s level of expertise (competence) and an appointee’s policy
preferences (loyalty) arises due to how appointee’s career concerns interact with the
credibility of removal.

2.5 Conclusion
I argue that the relationship between optimal appointee ideology and agency ide-
ology is more subtle than previous work has suggested precisely because of the
ongoing accountability relationship between political appointees and the president.
The president’s ability to remove political appointees on the basis of on-the-job
performance affects how political appointees negotiate interactions with career civil
servants. If political appointees vary in their ability to effectively execute policy,
delegation to expert career bureaucrats may signal an appointee lacks the ability to
determine policy himself.

This means political appointees face reputation concerns that lead them to try to
demonstrate expertise. These reputation concerns affect an appointee’s willingness
to rely on the expertise of subordinate career bureaucrats within their organizations.
In order to demonstrate expertise, political appointeesmay seek to exert more control
over policy by retaining decision-making authority.
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As a result, the president faces a tradeoff between ideological alignment and in-
formed policymaking. If the bureaucrat is sufficiently moderate and the benefit of
retention is sufficiently large, the president only benefits from bureaucratic exper-
tise if she appoints a less aligned political appointee. Loyal appointees will face
career incentives to select policy themselves, even if they lack the expertise to do
so effectively. In contrast, appointees less aligned with the president have more
of an incentive to delegate to career experts because threats of dismissal are more
credible.

The results suggest that selecting non-ally appointees is valuable because it facil-
itates reliance on bureaucratic expertise by non-expert appointees. This improves
policymaking in the first period and leads to retention ofmore competent appointees.
The results highlight the influence of dynamic incentives on optimal political ap-
pointments: in a dynamic model, intrinsic policy preferences do not necessarily
coincide with appointee behavior.
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C h a p t e r 3

ELECTORAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND POLITICAL
COMPETENCE

Gailmard, Lindsey (2022). “Electoral Accountability and Political Competence”. In:
Journal of Theoretical Politics34.2, pp. 236–261. doi:10.1177/09516298221081809.

Conventional wisdom suggests—and much political economy research assumes—
that voters prefer competent politicians that are better able to effectively execute
policy. But what if a majority is aware that politicians will not use their political
competence to pursue policies the majority prefers? For instance, politicians, once
in office, may be responsive to special interest constituencies that prefer policies that
impose a cost to the majority. In this case, effective implementation of the special
interest agenda may only worsen majority welfare.

This paper formalizes the intuition that politicians have incentives to pursue the
interests of passionate minorities (Downs 1957) and derives the implications for
accountabilitywhen this incentive is commonly knownby the electorate. As political
competence improves a politician’s ability to target policy reforms, the majority
prefers less competent politicians that are less able to target policy benefits to
narrow constituencies. In this setting, a crisis of political competence does not
indicate voter irrationality or incompetence, rather it indicates that the majority
recognizes its own limited control over the future actions of politicians. By electing
incompetent politicians the majority reasserts some control over future policy by
subverting a politician’s ability to serve special interest constituencies.

The results are premised on two key substantive assumptions: (i) preference intensity
matters for political outcomes (e.g., Downs 1957), and (ii) average voters know
politicians have an incentive to pursue special interest policy reforms. This generates
intuition as to how a majority of the electorate could correctly perceive that a
particular candidate is less competent and yet prefer the incompetent candidate to a
more competent alternative. That is, the majority both knowingly and deliberately
elects a less competent politician.

I derive the social welfare implications of the majority’s attempts to influence pol-
icy through its strategic retention behavior in an environment in which the special
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interest policy agenda maximizes social welfare. The results suggest that the major-
ity undermines social welfare maximizing reform by either inducing politicians to
pursue the majority’s interests—which worsens current policy—or by selecting less
capable candidates to govern—which worsens future policy.

Even if social welfare considerations should prompt politicians to pursue special
interest reforms, politicians may pursue the majority agenda in order to gain re-
election. The extent to which the majority coalition’s support affects a politician’s
reelection prospects depends on the relative size of the majority and special interest
coalitions, as well as the extent of information asymmetries between majority and
special interest voters. If the special interest constituency is small or the majority is
well-informed, politicians will distort policy towards the interests of the majority as
majority support is critical for reelection. Instead, if the special interest constituency
is relatively large or the majority is ill-informed, politicians will pursue the special
interest agenda.

The extent to which the majority coalition is able to induce politicians to pursue
their interests in the first period affects the information available to both the majority
and the special interest coalition prior to voting. If competent politicians sometimes
pursue the majority’s preferred policy to win reelection, first period policy outcomes
will be uninformative of candidate ability, whereas if both types of politicians
pursue the special interest agenda, policy outcomes will better reflect candidate
skill. Additional information about candidate ability introduces competing effects:
more information enables special interest voters to more effectively select competent
candidates, but also enables majority voters to better select less competent ones.

To develop this argument, I construct a two-period accountability model that explic-
itly incorporates policy conflict betweenmajority and special interest constituencies.
The model represents the strategic dynamic between an incumbent politician and
society as an electoral accountability arrangement, in which politicians are account-
able to constituencies with opposing policy preferences. Politicians are motivated
by social welfare and office-holding considerations, while voters seek to ensure
accountability to their policy preferences through their voting decisions.

Each constituency attempts to exert control over the incumbent politician’s policy
decisions, but the constituencies differ in their ability to reliably monitor an incum-
bent’s policy performance. In particular, the majority only observes a noisy signal
of the actual policy outcome, whereas the special interest constituency always per-
fectly observes policy outcomes. This information asymmetry betweenmajority and
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special interest voters suggests that special interest support is valuable to politicians
for two reasons: (i) it is more predictable, and (ii) it reduces the need to gain the
support of unpredictable majority voters to win reelection.

Previous work argues that as majority support is necessary to guarantee reelection,
politicians often face electoral incentives to pander—pursuing popular policies at the
expense of furthering social welfare (Canes-Wrone, Herron, and Kenneth W Shotts
2001; Fox and Kenneth W Shotts 2009; Maskin and Tirole 2004; Harrington Jr
1993). These arguments would appear to suggest that aggregate welfare distortions
may be avoided if politicians exercise true policy leadership by adopting unpopu-
lar policies which further the public good and provide more information about a
politician’s competence.

However, this view fails to consider that the majority’s preferences over political
expertise may not align with socially optimal candidate selection. In particular,
majority voterswho are aware of their own limited control over politiciansmay prefer
to elect politicians who are incompetent and, therefore, less capable of exercising
effective leadership. Exercising policy leadership in the first period may only
worsen candidate selection by providing more information about candidate ability
to majority voters who have an interest in electing only incompetent representatives.

The analysis highlights that majority coalitions potentially undermine the policy
goals of specialized or narrow coalitions either by inducing politicians to pursue
the majority’s interests in the first period or by increasing the likelihood the second
period representative is incompetent. The results in this paper indicate that electoral
incentives alone are not necessarily sufficient to guarantee that politicians pursue
the majority’s preferred policy agenda in the first period—especially if the electoral
gains to pursuing the majority’s preferences are dulled by the majority’s own poor
information. However, even if the majority fails to influence first period policy, it
may still influence the disposition of second period policy by determining the types
of politicians who assume office in the future.

This induces a familiar tension between accountability and selection (Fearon 1999).
From the majority’s perspective, accountability to its interests improves first period
policy at the expense of selection: competent politicians that are better able to
pursue the special interest agenda in the second period are more likely to be retained
if they sometimes pursue the majority policy in the first period. However, from a
social welfare perspective, accountability to the majority’s policy interests in the
first period worsens first period policy, but impedes the majority’s ability to select
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less competent politicians which improves second period policy.

If the minority is sufficiently large, the majority’s threats of dismissal following
an unfavorable signal of policy performance fail to generate accountability to the
majority’s policy preferences. Politicians exercise policy leadership and pursue the
special interest agenda in each period and the majority only reelects the incumbent
following a favorable policy signal. In this case, first period policy always improves.
However, policy leadership may either improve or worsen socially optimal electoral
selection. Less competent politicians are retained more often if the minority is
moderately-sized, whereas policy leadership improves theminority’s ability to select
competent types when the minority is relatively large. I refer to this as a special
interest discipline equilibrium.

In contrast, if the special interest coalition is relatively small, reelection-motivated
politicians may have an incentive to distort policy decisions towards the interests
of the majority. In order to gain reelection, competent incumbents face incentives
to appear inexpert in order to appeal to the majority. To avoid revealing their
competence to majority voters, competent incumbents will sometimes implement
policies that promote the majority’s interests. This worsens first period welfare, but
improves second period welfare as competent politicians are retained more often. I
refer to this as a limited majority discipline equilibrium.

This paper is structured as follows. First, I review related literature. Then, I
present a formal model of policymaking that incorporates competition between a
majority and special interest constituency. This provides a rational, strategic basis
for the majority’s preference for incompetence. Then, I analyze the incumbent’s
policy actions and voters’ strategic retention decisions. Following this, I discuss
the equilibrium results generated by the model. The results demonstrate that if the
policy demands of the special interest group are sufficiently strong, the majority is
able to exert direct control over first period policy only if it is relatively large or
informed, but may exercise indirect control over future policy through the selection
of worse candidates. I conclude with a discussion of the welfare implications.

3.1 Related Literature
While average voters commonly express concerns about the role of special interests
in politics, most formal analyses ignore this tension when considering voters’ pref-
erences over politicians.1 Previous work generally assumes voters prefer competent

1Notable exceptions include Snyder and Ting (2008), Lohmann (1998).
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politicians, with few exceptions (e.g., Di Tella and Rotemberg 2016; Egorov and
Sonin 2011; Buisseret and Prato 2016; Schnakenberg 2018; Kartik andVanWeelden
2019).2 This literature suggests that political competence confers either direct ben-
efits (e.g., policy expertise) or indirect benefits (e.g., greater electoral control) to
voters.3 Voters either implicitly or explicitly prefer competent politicians as politi-
cal competence is not at the expense of either electoral control or policy discipline.
In fact, policy expertise often improves the voter’s ability to exert control over the
politician’s policy actions.

Nevertheless, voters often view organized special interest groups as exerting dis-
proportionate influence over the actions of politicians (Gilens and Page 2014). A
robust formal literature argues that organized groups translate either resource or
informational advantages (Austen-Smith and Wright 1994) into policy gains. For
instance, Lohmann (1998) demonstrates that policy will be biased towards smaller
groups, as smaller groups typically have greater monitoring capabilities. Similarly,
Grossman and Helpman (1996) demonstrate that interest groups are able to bias
policies toward the group’s ideal, either through contracting behavior or increased
monitoring efforts. A common feature of these models is that the resulting policy
bias is at the expense of majority welfare, but not necessarily at the expense of social
welfare. This is because both special interest and majority coalitions have a com-
mon interest in selecting competent candidates—and special interest monitoring
improves candidate selection.

In contrast, I develop a model that delivers the opposite prediction: the welfare
distortions are at the expense of both special interest welfare and social welfare.
This is because voting coalitions in my model do not have a common interest in
selecting competent candidates—candidate competence only benefits the coalition
whose policies the candidate seeks to enact. As a result, even limited majority
monitoring worsens either first period policy or second period policy through the

2On the surface, the preference for incompetence explored in this paper may seem similar to the
loyalty-competence tradeoff developed in Egorov and Sonin (2011), but, in fact, it is fundamentally
different. Neither type of politician is loyal in this model. In contrast, Schnakenberg (2018) argues
that electing competent politicians hinders a voter’s ability to enforce strong incentive contracts in
an incumbent’s first term, which leads voters to possibly prefer incompetent representatives. The
preference for incompetence is driven by dynamic trade-offs, whereas the majority’s preference for
incompetence in my model is driven by common agency concerns.

3Related literature includes Fearon (1999), Ferejohn (1986), Austen-Smith and Banks (1989),
Snyder and Ting (2008), Ashworth and Bueno de Mesquita (2008), Banks and R. Sundaram (1993),
Banks and R. K. Sundaram (1998), Harrington Jr (1993), Canes-Wrone, Herron, and Kenneth W
Shotts (2001), and Besley (2006). Additionally, Ashworth (2012) provides an overview of recent
theoretical and empirical findings.
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majority’s impact on candidate selection.

The theoretical analysis in Buisseret and Prato (2016) is most similar to the analysis
presented here in terms of highlighting the tradeoffs voters face between a politi-
cian’s competence and their own ability to control the politician’s actions once in
office. The model similarly examines a voter’s ability to exert electoral control
over legislators of varying quality. However, in Buisseret and Prato (2016), the
voter’s poor control over politicians is due to a multitask problem where politicians
may devote effort to activities that do not benefit the voter, whereas I examine
how competition between voting coalitions impacts majority control and electoral
selection.

Focusing on voting coalitions importantly constrains the contracting technology I
am able to consider: each voting group is only able to exercise control through its
retention decisions. If majority support is necessary to gain reelection, it may seem
that the majority would easily be able to induce politicians politicians to pursue their
interests. Yet politicians may have incentives to pursue special interest policies that
further social welfare at the expense of majority welfare. In this model, preference
divergence in the electorate delivers the seemingly pathological result of a rational
preference for incompetence, while the relative size of the coalitions and the extent
of information asymmetries determine the extent of welfare distortions.

More recent work considers the availability of competent candidates during times
of economic turmoil (Izzo 2018). Izzo (2018) demonstrates that economic crises
potentially deter competent candidates from entering electoral contests. This may
suggest that voters are constrained by the availability, or lack thereof, of com-
petent candidates. Yet the election of incompetent representatives may not be a
consequence of scarce political talent. Even if competent politicians are available,
majority voters will seek to elect incompetent politicians.

This model contributes to a growing body of literature examining perverse politi-
cal outcomes and incentives introduced by electoral institutions when voters have
limited information (Canes-Wrone, Herron, and Kenneth W Shotts 2001; Ashworth
and De Mesquita 2014; Ashworth, Bueno de Mesquita, and Friedenberg 2017; S.
Gailmard and Patty 2019). In particular, the results provide further demonstration
that improving voter information does not necessarily improve governance out-
comes. In this model, this is a consequence of voting coalitions holding different
preferences over political expertise, whereas in previous work voter monitoring en-
courages politicians to take actions that obscure their type in order to win reeelection
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(Ashworth and De Mesquita 2014).

More broadly, this paper demonstrates that in common agency environments with
moral hazard, the party that is weaker at the contracting stage places even more
importance on the selection of agents. In a competitive electoral environment, gov-
ernment policy may not simultaneously provide benefits to both a special interest
minority and the general electorate. Both coalitions would prefer to dictate the
politician’s action, yet the coalitions differ in their ability to influence the represen-
tative’s policy choice. If a coalition is unable to influence a representative’s behavior
in office, the group will attempt to influence policy outcomes through the selection
of candidates.

3.2 The Model
Consider a two-period model of policymaking with periods denoted t = 1,2 in
which a unitary incumbent executive (I) implements a policy that generates welfare
for a society. The society is represented by a large, but finite set of voters, N ,
indexed i = 1, . . . ,N with N odd. There are two distinct, homogenous voting
groups in the society: a majority group and a special interest group. The majority
group consists of (N + 1)/2 ≤ M < N individuals, where h = 1, . . . ,M indexes
majority voters. The minority group consists of the remaining Ns ≡ N − M voters,
where j = M + 1, . . . ,N indexes special interest voters. This captures that the
special interest coalition represents a relatively narrow constituency in the society,
whereas the majority represents a broader constituency. I define m ≡ M/N and
n ≡ (N−M)/N as the population shares of the majority and special interest coalition
respectively.

In each policymaking period, Nature draws a state of the world,ωt ∈ {0,1}, which is
distributed identically and independently across periods. The common prior belief
is that Pr(ωt = 1) = π ∈ (12,1). The incumbent politician observes a private signal
of the state of the world, wt ∈ {0,1}, before implementing a policy, xt ∈ {0,1}.
The voters do not observe the incumbent’s policy action directly. Instead, each
voter obtains a payoff from the policy outcome, which reflects both the policy
implemented and the prevailing macroeconomic conditions. Following the first
policymaking period, a majority rule election with no abstention occurs in which
the society votes to either reelect or replace the incumbent with an ex ante identical
challenger. I define the level of support necessary for reelection as N∗ ≡ (N + 1)/2.

A politician’s type represents her level of competence, θ ∈ {λ,1}. A politician’s
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competence is her private information and reflects the quality of her policy infor-
mation, wt . A competent politician (θ = 1) always observes a perfectly informa-
tive signal of the state of the world, whereas an incompetent politician (θ = λ)
observes an imperfectly informative signal with Pr(wt = ωt |θ = λ) = λ and
Pr(wt = 1 − ωt |θ = λ) = 1 − λ. I assume λ ∈ (π,1).4

In each period, the aggregate policy outcome, Πt , is determined by the policy
implemented and the state of the world according to

Πt =


1 if xt = ωt

0 otherwise.

This reflects that the returns to a policy intervention vary depending on the underlying
economic conditions.

Voters obtain information about an incumbent’s policy performance by observing
a signal of the policy outcome in the first period. Each voter’s payoff from the
government intervention is determined by the aggregate policy outcome generated,
Πt . The policy outcome indicates the extent to which the policy action benefits the
majority or the special interest constituency. If Πt = 1, the political outcome favors
the majority, whereas ifΠt = 0, the policy outcome favors the special interest group.

The special interest constituency always observes the policy outcome, Πt , directly
prior to the election. This is identical to the case in which the minority observes both
the policy choice, xt , and the state of the world, ωt , prior to the election. In contrast,
each majority voter observes a noisy signal, st , of the actual policy outcome:

sh
t =


Πt with probability α

1 with probability 1
2 (1 − α)

0 with probability 1
2 (1 − α).

The parameter α represents the majority’s effective monitoring capacity. As α in-
creases, the likelihood the majority is informed of the true policy outcome increases.
As α decreases, themajority voters are less likely to observe the true policy outcome.
I assume α ∈ (0,1).

The information asymmetry between majority voters and minority voters captures
that majority voters are generally less aware of policy actions than voters with

4This guarantees that incompetent politicians possess policy-relevant private information for any
signal realization, or Pr(ωt = 0|wt = 0) > Pr(ωt = 1|wt = 0).
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special interests. As special interest voters have more to gain from policy, they have
a greater incentive to become informed (Olson 1965).

Sequence. The sequence of the game is as follows:

1. Nature draws the competence of the incumbent and challenger and each politi-
cian is privately informed of their own ability, θ.

2. Nature determines the state of the world, ω1.

3. Incumbent observes a private signal of the state of the world, w1, and then
selects a policy, x1.

4. The special interest constituency observes Π1, whereas each majority voter
observes the actual outcome sh

1 = Π1 with probability α and an arbitrarily
favorable or unfavorable signal sh

1 ∈ {0,1} with equal probability
1
2 (1 − α).

5. Voters simultaneously vote to reelect (vi = 1) the incumbent or elect (vi = 0)
the challenger.

6. Nature determines the state of the world, ω2.

7. The second period incumbent observes a private signal of the state of the
world, w2, and then selects a policy, x2.

8. Payoffs are realized.

The common prior belief that an untried politician is competent is given by κ ∈ (0,1).
This assumption implies that ex ante the challenger is as likely to be competent as
the first period incumbent.

Payoffs and Information. A majority voter’s utility is given by

Uh
t = Πt .

This captures that a majority voter always prefers that the policy correspond to the
state of the world, ωt .

A special interest voter’s utility is given by

U j
t = ρ(1 − Πt),
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where ρ > 1 represents the preference intensity of special interest voters. The special
interest constituency’s policy preferences conflict with those of the majority group:
the minority group prefers the opposite policy to the state, whereas the majority
prefers that the policy coincide with the state. This captures that the self-interest of
the minority coalition runs counter to the welfare of the majority constituency.

Each politician obtains utility from policy and office holding. In particular, her
utility is a function of average voter welfare and the rents that accrue from office
holding. An incumbent politician I obtains utility in period t given by

U I
t =

1
N

N∑
i=1

Ui
t + τ{I in office},

where τ ∈ (0,1]. As τ increases, the politicians become more concerned with
maintaining office and less concerned social welfare. Each actor’s total payoff from
the interaction is the sum of their payoffs across each period.

Strategies andBeliefs. Astrategy for each voter specifies a probability of retention
νi ∈ [0,1] for each possible information set—each first period policy outcome signal:
sh
1 ∈ {0,1} for majority voters, or Π1 for special interest voters. A majority voter’s
beliefs about the likelihood the first period incumbent is competent are given by
κ̂h(sh

1 ), whereas a special interest voter’s beliefs are given by κ̂
j(Π1).

A strategy for each politician is a policy choice, xt , as a function of her competence,
θ and policy information, wt , for each period in which the politician is eligible to be
in office. Let σt(wt ; θ) ∈ [0,1] represent the probability that an incumbent of type θ
selects xt = 1 given her private information wt .

Assumption 3.1 (Strong Special Interest Group) ρ > m/n.

Assumption 3.1 guarantees that the special interest policy agenda maximizes social
welfare such that absent reelection concerns politicians prefer to implement the
special interest agenda. This assumption implies that the special interest group
holds sufficiently strong policy preferences or equivalently that the special interest
coalition is not too small (i.e., Ns > N/(1 + ρ)). This captures that often the
consequences of policy interventions for the special interest coalition are more
pronounced. Appendix C.2 provides results if instead the special interest group is
weak. In this case, reelection concerns and policy motivations are aligned provided
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the majority is sufficiently large. Politicians are motivated to pursue policies which
produce the best outcomes for the majority.5

3.3 Analysis
The equilibrium analysis considers quasi-symmetric perfect Bayesian equilibria
(PBE), in which voters’ strategies are identical within each coalition. This implies
each actor’s actions are consistent with his or her beliefs and beliefs are derived using
Bayes’ Rule when possible. I consider only pure strategy PBE when pure strategy
equilibria exist. If multiple equilibria exist, I restrict attention to the equilibrium
that maximizes aggregate voter welfare.

As is standard in voting models, I restrict attention to weakly undominated voting
strategies. This eliminates pathological voting behavior that arises due to concerns
of pivotality. For instance, this restriction eliminates equilibria in which a special
interest voter votes for the less competent candidate based on a belief that the
less competent candidate has enough voter support to gain election or reelection.
Similarly, this restriction eliminates equilibria in which a majority voter votes for
the more competent candidate by the same rationale. Appendix C.1 provides formal
proofs for the results.

Politicians
In the second period, the incumbent will pursue the policy that maximizes her payoff,
given her private information, wt . Remark 3 gives the incumbent’s posterior beliefs
in each period based on her private information.

Remark 3 (Incumbent Beliefs) An incumbent’s posterior beliefs are given by

π̂t(wt = 0; θ) =
(1 − θ)π

(1 − θ)π + θ(1 − π)
<

1
2
< π̂t(wt = 1; θ) =

θπ

θπ + (1 − θ)(1 − π)
.(3.1)

Absent reelection concerns, assumption 3.1 implies that the incumbent pursues the
special interest agenda. Therefore, given Remark 3, the optimal policy choice for
the second period incumbent is

σ2(w2; θ) = 1 − w2. (3.2)

Lemma 3.1 (Second Period Policy) In any perfect Bayesian equilibrium, the second
period incumbent selects policy according to σ∗2 (w2; θ) = 1 − w2.

5This is because I assume the majority observes a noisy signal of the actual policy outcome. If
voters were restricted to drawing inferences of incumbent quality on the basis of policy choice, the
executive could face incentives to pander.
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Lemma 3.1 implies the following expected second period utility from office holding
for each type of politician,

EU I
2(θ) =


ρn + τ if θ = 1

λρn + (1 − λ)m + τ otherwise.
(3.3)

Voters
Majority Voting Rules. Given the second period incumbent pursues the minor-
ity agenda according to Lemma 3.1, a majority voter’s expected utility given the
competence of the second period incumbent is equal to

EUh
2 = (1 − κ̂

h)(1 − λ) (3.4)

where κ̂h represents a majority voter’s belief that the second period incumbent
is competent: either the posterior belief that θ = 1 given sh

1 if the first period
incumbent is reelected or κ if the challenger is elected. A majority voter’s expected
utility is decreasing in the expected competence of the second period incumbent, or
as κ̂h → 1. Therefore, a majority voter will reelect an incumbent if and only if the
incumbent is less likely to be competent. This gives the following retention rule for
a majority voter h,

νh =


1 if κ̂h < κ

νh ∈ [0,1] if κ̂h = κ

0 otherwise.

(3.5)

Special Interest Voting Rules. Given second period policy will reflect the pref-
erences of the special interest coalition, the special interest group would prefer that
policy be executed as competently as possible. A special interest voter’s expected
utility given the expected competence of the second period incumbent is equal to

EU j
2 = (κ̂

j + (1 − κ̂ j)λ)ρ. (3.6)

This is increasing in the expected competence of the second period representative.
Therefore, a special interest voter will reelect an incumbent if and only if the
incumbent is more likely to be competent. This gives the following retention rule
for a special interest voter j,

ν j =


1 if κ̂ j > κ

ν j ∈ [0,1] if κ̂ j = κ

0 otherwise.

(3.7)
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Lemma 3.2 summarizes each constituency’s optimal voting rule and states that the
special interest coalition has an incentive to elect competent politicians, whereas the
majority coalition has an incentive to elect incompetent politicians. As the special
interest voters observe the true policy outcomes generated by the politician, the
coalition is better able to differentiate between competent and incompetent politi-
cians. This reflects the superior monitoring capabilities of narrow or specialized
coalitions (Olson 1965).

Lemma 3.2 (Voting) A special interest voter reelects the incumbent only if the
incumbent is more competent than a replacement: ν∗j > 0 only if κ̂∗j ≥ κ. A
majority voter reelects the incumbent only if the incumbent is less competent than a
replacement: ν∗h > 0 only if κ̂∗h ≤ κ.

Reelection Probability
Using the voting strategies for each coalition to compute the incumbent’s expected
reelection probability reveals an important tradeoff. If in equilibrium incumbents
exercise policy leadership and pursue the special interest agenda, the special interest
coalition will reelect the incumbent provided the policy outcome favors the group,
Π1 = 0. If Π1 = 0, then the incumbent captures the support of the entire special
interest coalition. This means the incumbent requires less majority support to gain
reelection when the outcome favors the special interest group.

If instead the incumbent pursues the majority policy agenda, the incumbent must
gain the support of a majority of the electorate—but this support is exclusively
derived from the majority coalition. In other words, action on the special interest
agenda generates reliable support from the special interest coalition, whereas action
on the majority agenda does not necessarily translate into electoral gains. If the
majority’s information is sufficiently bad or arbitrary, the increase in support from
the majority does not outweigh the loss of sure support from the special interest
constituency.

The incumbent’s support from the majority coalition under each outcome is the
sum of individual voting decisions, which are independent, identically distributed
random variables for α ∈ [0,1). Then, the difference in the incumbent’s reelection
probability if she pursues the majority agenda rather than the special interest agenda
is

∆(ν∗h(1), ν
∗
h(0)) ≡ F0(N∗ − Ns; M, p0) − F1(N∗; M, p1)
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Figure 3.1: Difference in Reelection Probability if ν∗h(1) = ν∗j (0) = 1, ν∗h(0) =
ν∗j (1) = 0

Note: The figure is constructed assuming ρ = 4, α =
0.5,N = 99.

where FΠ represents the CDF of the binomial distribution characterized by (M, pΠ)

and

p0 =
1
2
(1 − α)ν∗h(1) +

1
2
(1 + α)ν∗h(0) p1 =

1
2
(1 + α)ν∗h(1) +

1
2
(1 − α)ν∗h(0).

Figure 3.1 graphs the electoral gain to pursuing the majority agenda. As the size of
the special interest coalition increases, the incumbent is more likely to be reelected
if she pursues the minority agenda. This is easy to see if we consider a minority
of size M − 1. In this case, the pursuing the special interest policy means the
incumbent only needs the support of one majority voter to win. This is very likely
to happen even if the majority is relatively well-informed. In contrast, when the
majority is large, the incumbent needs the support of more majority voters in order
to be reelected.
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3.4 Results
There are two types of equilibria, characterized by the first period policy discipline
generated by the majority coalition. In special interest discipline equilibria, the
majority is incapable of generating policy discipline directly and each type of in-
cumbent politician prefers to pursue the special interest policy agenda in each period.
In contrast, in limited majority discipline equilibria, the majority is able to induce
competent incumbents to pursue the general interest policy agenda with positive
probability in the first period. The extent to which the majority is able to induce
accountability amongst incumbent politicians is determined by (i) the incumbent’s
reelection motivations and (ii) the size of the special interest coalition.

Special Interest Discipline. In special interest discipline equilibria, the majority
is unable to induce competent incumbents to pursue their policy interests in the
first period as policy concerns dominate reelection motivations. If the majority is
ill informed, the threat of dismissal is insufficient to limit competent incumbents
pursuit of the special interest policy agenda. In this case, competent incumbents
prefer to pursue the special interest policy in each period. Definition 3.1 defines
such special interest discipline equilibria.

Definition 3.1 A special interest discipline equilibrium is a perfect Bayesian equi-
librium, in which both competent and incompetent incumbents pursue the special
interest agenda in each period according to σ∗t (wt ; θ) = 1 − wt .

If both competent and incompetent incumbents pursue the special interest policy in
the first period, the majority is better able to differentiate between competent and
incompetent incumbents on the basis of their private information, s1. The substantive
results persist if voters observe the policy choice in addition to (possibly) noisy
utility. Appendix C.3 proves the existence of special interest equilibria if voters
are also aware of the policy choice. Definition 3.1 implies voters hold beliefs
characterized in Lemma 3.3.

Lemma 3.3 (Special Interest Discipline: Voter Beliefs) In a special interest disci-
pline equilibrium, a voter’s beliefs are given by

0 = κ̂∗j (1) < κ̂∗h(1) < κ < κ̂∗h(0) < κ̂∗j (0) < 1. (3.8)
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Proposition 3.1 There exists a special interest discipline equilibrium, in which
σ∗t (wt ; θ) = 1 − wt , ν∗h(1) = ν

∗
j (0) = 1 and ν∗h(0) = ν

∗
j (1) = 0 if

∆(1,0) ≤
ρn − m

τ + (1 − κ)(1 − λ)(ρn − m)
≡ β (3.9)

which holds if and only if

Ns ≥ N∗ − F−1
0 (β + F1(N∗; M,12(1 + α)); M,12(1 − α)) ≡ N s . (3.10)

If Ns > N s, this is the unique quasi-symmetric perfect Bayesian equilibrium refined
to rule out weakly dominated strategies.

Limited Majority Discipline. In majority discipline equilibria, the majority is
able to induce some accountability amongst incumbent politicians. A competent
incumbent is onlywilling to subvert socialwelfare if doing so increases the likelihood
of reelection. In this case, the future benefits of officeholding outweigh the potential
policy losses in the first period. Definition 3.2 provides a formal characterization of
limited majority discipline equilibria.

Definition 3.2 A limited majority discipline equilibrium is a perfect Bayesian equi-
librium, in which incompetent incumbents select first period policy according to
σ∗1 (w1; λ) = 1−w1 and competent incumbents select σ∗1 (0; 1) = λ, σ∗1 (1; 1) = 1−λ.

Lemma 3.4 (Majority Discipline: Voter Beliefs) In a majority discipline equilib-
rium, a voter’s beliefs are given by

0 < κ∗j (0) = κ
∗
h(0) = κ = κ

∗
h(1) = κ

∗
j (1) < 1. (3.11)

Proposition 3.2 There exists a majority discipline equilibrium, in which ν∗h(0) =
ν∗j (1) = 0, ν∗j (0) = 1, and ν∗h(1) ∈ (0,1] such that

∆(ν∗h(1),0) =
ρn − m

τ + (1 − κ)(1 − λ)(ρn − m)
≡ β (3.12)

only if Ns ≤ N s.

Proposition 3.2 states that competent politicians will use their private information
to sometimes pursue the majority interest if and only if the majority are sufficiently
likely to be informed.If the majority are sufficiently informed, conditioning retention
decisions on the observed policy outcome induces competent politicians to pursue
the majority’s preferred policy with positive probability in the first period in order to
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increase the probability of reelection, thereby improving voter welfare in the second
period. The majority is only able to generate limited discipline amongst competent
politicians as it is not credible for the majority to retain politicians more likely to
be competent due to politicians’ second period incentives to pursue special interest
policies.

The analysis could be extended to incorporate pandering incentives for the politicians
if the majority possibly only observes the politician’s policy choice and believes one
policy is ex ante more likely to be correct (i.e., x1 = 1 is more likely to be correct if
π > 1

2 ). However, the focus of this analysis is to highlight circumstances underwhich
politicians have an incentive to pursue the special interest policy agenda and to what
extent these policymaking incentives induce perverse selection incentives amongst
majority voters. This strategic incentive is distinct from the issue of pandering.

If themajority is sufficiently informed and politicians are sufficiently office-motivated,
then the majority is able to exercise more control over policy selection. This control
over first period policy is at the expense of the majority’s second period welfare
as reelection motivations prevent competent politicians from revealing their com-
petence to voters. This improves electoral selection as competent politicians are
retained more often. That is, the more control the majority exerts in the first period,
the less future policy reflects the majority will. Figure 3.4 depicts the equilibrium
regions graphically.

3.5 Welfare Implications
I consider thewelfare implications of the equilibria discussed in the previous section.
There are two mechanisms by which welfare distortions may arise in this model:
(1) inefficient first period policy choice, and (2) inefficient candidate selection. As
politicians select second period policy to maximize social welfare—pursuing the
special interest policy agenda—the only mechanism by which the majority may
influence the disposition of second period policy is through candidate selection.

As is standard in electoral agency models, there is a tension between informative
first period policy outcomes and better or worse electoral selection. If incumbent
politicians select first period policy to maximize social welfare, policy outcomes
will reveal more information to voters about the incumbent’s ability. Often this
information improves selection as the policy interests of the representative voter—
or the majority coalition—are typically assumed to align with the second period
policy interests of politicians, such that the voter prefers to elect only competent
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Figure 3.2: Equilibrium (t = 1)

Note: The figure is constructed assuming ρ = 4, α = 0.5,N = 99, κ = 0.5, λ =
0.75.

candidates. In contrast, I obtain this result only if the minority wields sufficient
electoral influence as increasing the amount of information available to voters about
candidate types enables the majority to impede positive selection when the special
interest coalition is not too large.

First Period Policy
In the equilibria identified in the previous section, the majority exerts limited control
over first period policy only if the special interest group is sufficiently small (i.e.,
Ns ≤ N s). The relative size of each coalition affects the level of majority support
an incumbent politician must generate to win reelection. When the special interest
group is sufficiently small, the reelection benefits of majority support outweigh the
policy cost of pursuing the majority’s interests.

More generally, the majority influences the incumbent’s first period policy choice by
rewarding politicians with retention following signals of favorable performance and
threatening dismissal following signals of poor performance. This tool ismost potent
when the majority is aware of the actual policy outcome. As the reliability of the
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Figure 3.3: Difference in Reelection Probability by α (Special Interest Discipline
Equilibrium)

Note: The figure is constructed assuming ρ = 4,N =
99.

majority’s information increases (i.e., α→ 1), the majority’s rewards and sanctions
are less arbitrary. As a consequence, a politician’s actions impact her reelection
prospects to a greater extent—the electoral rewards to pursuing the majority policy
are not dampened by arbitrarily bad signals of performance, just as the electoral
costs of pursuing the special interest policy are not mitigated by arbitrarily good
signals.

Similarly, as the value of officeholding increases, the benefit of future office-holding
outweighs the first period cost of policy distortions for the politician. An incumbent
politician is less willing to reveal her competence to voters as the value of officehold-
ing increases. Proposition 3.3 provides a formal statement of these results. Figure
3.3 represents graphically the difference in reelection probability for different levels
of majority information.

Proposition 3.3 The majority is able to exert more control over first period policy,
or N s increases, as
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• majority information improves (i.e., α→ 1);

• office-holding motivations increase (i.e., τ → 1).

Candidate Selection
Now I consider the case inwhich theminority is sufficiently large (i.e., Ns ≥ N s) such
that the electoral benefit of pursuing the majority agenda fails to outweigh the cost
of distorting first period policy. This leads politicians to exercise policy leadership
in the first period—implementing the policy that maximizes social welfare—and, as
a consequence, policy outcomes convey more information about candidate ability.

Policy LeadershipWorsens Candidate Selection. If competent and incompetent
incumbents both pursue the special interest policy, policy outcomes will reveal infor-
mation about the incumbent’s ability. If the special interest coalition is sufficiently
small—or the majority sufficiently large—the information about the incumbent’s
ability transmitted by the policy outcome enables the majority to better select against
competence. This worsens equilibrium selection as less competent politicians are
retained more often.

This contrasts with the logic of standard electoral accountability models in which the
majority interest aligns with socially optimal candidate selection—such that provid-
ing voters with more information about candidate ability only enhances selection.
However, the result that policy leadership may actually worsen selection if the ma-
jority is weary of competence provides a distinct mechanism by which increased
voter information worsens aggregate welfare. In this case, more information does
not induce pathological policymaking incentives for politicians (e.g., to implement
policies that obscure their skill), rather it enables the majority to better select inept
representatives.

Proposition 3.4 Define N̂s ≡ N∗ − F−1
0 (F1(N∗; M,12(1 + α)); M,12(1 − α)). If the

special interest coalition is moderately sized (i.e., N s ≤ Ns < N̂s), policy leadership
in the first period worsens electoral selection, or Pr(θ = 1|t = 2) = κ̃ < κ.

Policy Leadership Improves Candidate Selection. If the special interest coali-
tion is large—or the majority sufficiently small—the additional information about
the incumbent’s ability enables the special interest constituency to select competent
politicians. This recreates results from standard political agency models: that more
information about a politician’s ability improves electoral selection.
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Figure 3.4: Equilibrium Selection

Note: The figure is constructed assuming ρ = 4,N = 99, α = 0.5, κ = 0.5, λ =
0.75.

Proposition 3.5 If the special interest coalition is sufficiently large (i.e., Ns ≥ N̂s),
policy leadership in the first period improves electoral selection, or κ̃ ≥ κ.

3.6 Conclusion
In this paper, a majority may exercise control over policy directly—by inducing
politicians to pursue to its interests in order to gain reelection—or indirectly—by
electing less competent candidates. In this framework, a majority voter prefers an
incompetent representative precisely because the incompetent representative is less
politically effective. If the majority understands that the special interest coalition
is better able to influence the incumbent’s actions and the special interest agenda
is at odds with the interests of the majority, the majority will seek to elect a less
competent politician to undermine the incumbent’s ability to effectively pursue the
special interest agenda in the future.

The analysis suggests that the extent to which a constituency is able to induce
accountability amongst incumbent politicians depends critically on the information
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available to each group. Poor information limits the majority’s ability to effectively
coordinate on electoral sanctions or rewards. This undermines the majority’s ability
to both influence first period policy by threatening dismissal and influence second
period policy by retaining only less competent politicians.

The results demonstrate that more voter information may actually worsen social
welfare by enabling a less informed majority to more effectively select worse can-
didates. If politicians select first period policy to maximize social welfare, first
period policy outcomes will convey more information about political expertise.
This additional information enables the majority to better screen candidates, which
worsens candidate selection if the majority is sufficiently large. This highlights that
policy incentives to ‘do the right thing’ do not necessarily improve longrun policy
outcomes.
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A p p e n d i x A

PROOFS FOR CHAPTER 2

A.1 Formal Proofs
Lemma 1.1 (Second Period Policy) In any equilibrium,

x∗2(bl ; 1) = 0 x∗2(bl ; θl) = bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
x∗2(bh; 1) = bh − (1 − c) x∗2(bh; θl) = bh −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
.

Proof of Lemma 1.1. In the second period, a bureaucrat will exert effort only if

θ(1 − |b − x2 |) ≥ c

which holds only if
b +

(
1 −

c
θ

)
≥ x2 ≥ b −

(
1 −

c
θ

)
.

The appointee always prefers to induce effort (e2 = 1). Given the appointee’s ideal
policy is x = 0, the appointee prefers x∗(b; θ) = 0 if

b −
(
1 −

c
θ

)
≤ 0⇒ b ≤ 1 −

c
θ

or x∗(b; θ) = b −
(
1 − c

θ

)
if b > 1 − c

θ . �

Remark 1 Given assumption 1.1 ,

x∗2(bl ; 1) = 0 < x∗2(bl ; θl) = bl−

(
1 −

c
θl

)
< x∗2(bh; 1) = bh−(1−c) < x∗2(bh; θl) = bh−

(
1 −

c
θl

)
.

Proof of Remark 1. First I show x∗2(b; 1) < x∗2(b; θl):

0 < bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
⇒ bl > 1 −

c
θl

bh − (1 − c) < bh −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
⇒ θl < 1
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which are implied by assumption 1.1 and θl ∈ (0,1).

Now, I show x∗2(bl ; θl) < x∗2(bh; 1):

bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
< bh − (1 − c) ⇒ bl + c

(
1
θl
− 1

)
< bh.

�

Lemma 1.2 (Appointee Retention) The president will retain an appointee only if
τ̂ ≥ τ. Otherwise, if τ̂ < τ, the president dismisses the appointee.

Proof of Lemma 1.2. Given second period bureaucratic cooperation and poli-
cymaking (Lemma 1.1), the president’s expected second period utility given an
appointee of type θ is

EuP
2 (θ, b) =


θ if b ≤ 1 − c

θ

θ
(
2 −

(
b + c

θ

) )
if b > 1 − c

θ .

I show EuP
2 (1, b) > EuP

2 (θl, b) for b ∈ {bl, bh}:

1 > θl

(
2 −

(
bl +

c
θl

))
⇒ bl > 2 −

(1 + c)
θl

if b = bl (A.1)

2 − (bh + c) > θl

(
2 −

(
bh +

c
θl

))
⇒ (1 − θl)(2 − bh) > 0 if b = bh. (A.2)

Condition A.1 is implied by assumption 1.1

bl > 1 −
c
θl
> 2 −

(1 + c)
θl

,

while condition A.2 is implied by θl ∈ (0,1) and bh < 1. �

Proposition 1.1 (Presidential Control With Sabotage) Let ρ > ρ. There exists an
equilibrium that satisfies the D1 refinement, in which the president maintains control
over policy in the first period only if τ > τ.

Proof of Proposition 1.1. Let ρ > ρ. I show that there exists an equilibrium that
satisfies the D1 refinement in which

x∗1(bl ; 1) = 0 x∗1(bl ; θl) = bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
x∗1(bh; 1) = bh − (1 − c) x∗1(bh; θl) = bh −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
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only if τ > τ. Suppose this is an equilibrium, I show that there does not exist a
profitable deviation unless τ ≤ τ.

First, consider first period effort incentives for the bureaucrat. In the first period, a
hostile bureaucrat will exert effort only if

θ(1 − |b − x1 |) ≥ c.

If success ensures retention, an aligned bureaucrat managed by a talented appointee
will exert effort only if:

(1 − |bl − x |) ≥ c − δ(1 − τ)(1 − bl − c).

In contrast, if success ensures retention, an aligned bureaucrat managed by a weak
appointee will exert effort only if:

θl(1 − |bl − x |) ≥ c + δθlτ(1 − bl − c).

Define the set of policies the aligned bureaucrat managed by a weak appointee will
implement if policy success (i.e., y = 1) ensures retention as:

Xl
θ ≡ [bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
+ δτ(1 − bl − c), bl +

(
1 −

c
θl

)
− δτ(1 − bl − c)].

Now consider policy selection incentives for appointees given bureaucratic effort.
Given ρ > ρ implies

δθl

[
ρ − τ

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))]
> θl

(
bh − bl −

(
c
θl
− c

))
,

a weak appointee facing an easy management problem will have no profitable
deviation to an on-path action only if the bureaucrat is unwilling to implement the
policy (i.e. bh − (1 − c) < Xl

θ):

bh − (1 − c) ≥ bl +

(
1 −

c
θl

)
− δτ(1 − bl − c) ⇒ τ ≥

θl(2 − (bh − bl) − c) − c
δθl(1 − bl − c)

or

bh − (1 − c) ≤ bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
+ δτ(1 − bl − c) ⇒ τ ≥

θl(bh − bl + c) − c
δθl(1 − bl − c)

which may be written as

τ ≥
θl(1 − |bl − (bh − (1 − c))|) − c

δθl(1 − bl − c)
≡ τ
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or
bh ≤ bl + c

(
1
θl
− 1

)
+ δτ(1 − bl − c) ≡ bh.

A weak appointee facing a hard management problem will have no profitable de-
viation to an on-path action as any on-path action would lead to removal without
improving policy utility.

Given off-path beliefs, τ∗(x, ·) = 0, a talented appointee will never deviate (see
Appendix A.2). Any deviation for a talented appointee would only worsen both his
retention prospects and policy utility. Similarly, a weak appointee will never deviate
to an off-path action, as this only worsens policy utility without improving retention
prospects. �

Proposition 1.2 Let bh > bh and β ≥ β. Then there exists ρ > ρ̂ ∈ (ρ, ρ) such
that, in the equilibrium that maximizes the president’s welfare and satisfies the D1
refinement, the president maintains control over policy if either the appointee is
talented (i.e., θ = 1) or the bureaucracy is hostile (i.e., b = bh), while the weak
appointee facing an easy management problem is captured and

x∗1(bl ; θl) = bh − (1 − c). (A.3)

Proof of Proposition 1.2. I show that

x∗1(bl ; 1) = 0 x∗1(bl ; θl) = bh − (1 − c)

x∗1(bh; 1) = bh − (1 − c) x∗1(bh; θl) = bh −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
and r∗(0,1) = 1 = r∗(bh − (1 − c),1), r(bh − (1 − c),0) = r∗(bh −

(
1 − c

θl

)
, ·) = 0

where

τ∗(0,1) = 1

τ∗(bh − (1 − c),1) =
βτ

βτ + (1 − τ)(1 − β)θl

τ∗(bh − (1 − c),0) = 0

τ∗(bh −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
, ·) = 0
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is an equilibrium provided β ≥ β. For off-path actions x, τ∗(x, ·) = 0 and r(x, ·) = 0.

Both talented appointees that face an easy management problem and talented ap-
pointees that face a hard management problem will only worsen both policy utility
and retention prospects. Therefore neither will prefer to deviate. Similarly, weak
appointees facing a hard management problem do not have a profitable deviation–
any deviation worsens policy utility without improving retention prospects.

Finally, weak appointees facing an easy management problem will not have a prof-
itable deviation given

ρ >
1
δ

(
bh − bl −

(
c
θl
− c

))
+ τ

[
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

)]
≡ ρ.

For proof that this equilibrium maximizes the president’s welfare and ρ̂ ∈ (ρ, ρ) see
Appendix A.4. For off-path beliefs see Appendix A.2. �

Proposition 1.3 Let β ≥ β and ρ < ρ̂. If b̂ > bh > bh, then in the equilibrium
that maximizes the president’s welfare and satisfies the D1 refinement, the president
maintains control if the appointee is weak (i.e., θ = θl) or if the bureaucrat is aligned
(i.e., b = bl), while the talented appointee facing a hard management problem is
captured, and

x∗1(bh; 1) = bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
+ δ

[
ρ − τ

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))]
≡ x̂. (A.4)

Instead, if bh > b̂, the president only maintains control if the bureaucrat is aligned
and both talented and weak appointees facing a hard management problem are
captured, x∗1(bh; 1) = x∗1(bh; θl) = x̂.

Proposition 1.4 Let β < β. If ρ < ρ < ρ̃, then in the equilibrium that maximizes
the president’s welfare and satisfies the D1 refinement, the president maintains
control over policy if either the appointee is weak (i.e., θ = θl) or the bureaucracy
is aligned (i.e., b = bl), while the talented appointee facing a hard management
problem is captured, and x∗1(bh; 1) = x̂. If ρ ≥ ρ̃, then in the equilibrium that
maximizes the president’s welfare and satisfies the D1 refinement, the president
maintains control over policy only if the bureaucracy is aligned (i.e., b = bl) and
both talented and weak appointees facing a hard management problem are captured
x∗1(bh; θl) = x∗1(bh; 1) = x̂.
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Proof of Propositions 1.3 and 1.4. Define

bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
+ δ

[
ρ − τ

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))]
≡ x̂.

I show that

x∗1(bl ; 1) = 0 x∗1(bl ; θl) = bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
x∗1(bh; 1) = x̂ x∗1(bh; θl) = bh −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
and r∗(0,1) = 1 = r∗(bh − (1 − c),1), r(bh − (1 − c),0) = r∗(bh −

(
1 − c

θl

)
, ·) = 0

where

τ∗(0,1) = 1

τ∗(x̂,1) = 1

τ∗(bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
, ·) = 0

τ∗(bh −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
, ·) = 0

is an equilibrium provided ρ < ρ̃. For off-path actions, x, τ∗(x, ·) = 0 and
r∗(x, ·) = 0.

A talented appointee that faces an easy management problem will only worsen
both policy utility and retention prospects by deviating to any on or off path ac-
tion. A talented appointee that faces a hard management problem will either worsen
policy utility or retention prospects, or both from a deviation. Similarly, a weak
appointee facing a hard management problem will not have a profitable deviation—
any deviation worsens policy utility without improving retention prospects.

A weak appointee facing an easy management problem will not prefer to deviate to
any on-path action as

δ

[
ρ − τ

(
1 −

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))]
= x̂ −

(
bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

))
,

and any off-path deviation only worsens policy utility for the weak appointee facing
an easy problem.
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Now, I show that

x∗1(bl ; 1) = 0 x∗1(bl ; θl) = bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
x∗1(bh; 1) = x̂ x∗1(bh; θl) = x̂

and r∗(0,1) = 1 = r∗(x̂,1), r∗(bl −

(
1 − c

θl

)
, ·) = r∗(x̂,0) = 0 where

τ∗(0,1) = 1

τ∗(x̂,1) =
τ

τ + (1 − τ)θl

τ∗(bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
, ·) = 0

τ∗(x̂,0) = 0

is an equilibrium provided ρ ≥ ρ̃. For off-path actions, x, τ∗(x, ·) = 0 and
r∗(x, ·) = 0.

As in the previous case, a talented appointee that faces an easy management problem
will only worsen both policy utility and retention prospects if he deviates. A talented
appointee that faces a hard management problem will either worsen policy utility
or retention prospects, or both from a deviation. A weak appointee facing an easy
management problem will not prefer to deviate to any on-path action as

δ

[
ρ − τ

(
1 −

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))]
= x̂ −

(
bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

))
,

and any off-path deviation only worsens policy utility for the weak appointee facing
an easy problem.

In this case, however, a weak appointee facing a hard management problem will
not prefer to deviate given

ρ >
1
δ

(
x̂ −

(
bh −

(
1 −

c
θl

)))
+ τ(1 − θl)(2 − bh),

which substituting into the expression for x̂ is satisfied:

0 > −
1
δ
(bh − bl) − τ

[
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

)
− (1 − θl)(2 − bh)

]
⇒ τθl −

1
δ
< 0.

For proof that each of these equilibria maximizes the president’s welfare and ρ̂ ∈
(ρ, ρ) see Appendix A.4. For off-path beliefs see Appendix A.2. �
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Proposition 1.5 (Control over Policy) Let bh > bh and β ≥ β. The president
exercises more control over policy in the second period (i.e., x∗2(b; θ) ≤ x∗1(b; θ)).
If ρ > ρ̂, then first period policy control worsens as bureaucratic hostility increases
(i.e., bh → 1). If ρ < ρ̂, then first period policy control worsens as the benefits of
officeholding increase (i.e., ρ→ ρ̂).

Proof of Proposition 1.5. This is a restatement of results in Propositions 1.2–1.4
and the observation that, if β ≥ β and ρ > ρ̂.

∂x∗1(bl ; θl)

∂bh
= 1 > 0

and, if β ≥ β and ρ ≤ ρ̂,
∂ x̂
∂ρ
= δ > 0.

�

Proposition 1.6 Only weak appointees are captured if management problems are
sufficiently likely to be hard and officeholding benefits are large (i.e., β ≥ β, ρ > ρ̂).
Only talented appointees are captured if officeholding benefits are not too large (i.e.,
either β ≥ β, ρ < ρ̂, bh < b̂ or β < β, ρ < ρ̃).

Proof of Proposition 1.6. This is a restatement of results in Propositions 1.2–1.4.
�

Proposition 1.7.(Appointee Turnover) Let bh > bh, β ≥ β, and ρ > ρ̂. Then,
in the equilibrium that maximizes the president’s welfare, an appointee is retained
(i.e., r∗ = 1) only if policy implementation is successful (i.e., y = 1) and x = 0 or
x = bh − (1− c). The equilibrium probability the first period appointee is dismissed
increases as

• the likelihood the bureaucracy is hostile increases (β→ 1);

• the weak appointee’s managerial talent decreases (θl → 0).
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Proof of Proposition 1.7. Consider the equilibrium described in Proposition 1.2.
Then, on path,

τ∗(0,1) = 1

τ∗(bh − (1 − c),1) =
βτ

βτ + (1 − τ)(1 − β)θl

τ∗(bh − (1 − c),0) = 0

τ∗(bh −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
, ·) = 0

which implies the retention behavior on path r∗(0,1) = r∗(bh − (1 − c),1) = 1 and
r∗(bh − (1 − c),0) = r∗(bh −

(
1 − c

θl

)
, ·) = 0 given

β >
θl

1 + θl
⇒

βτ

βτ + (1 − τ)(1 − β)θl
> τ.

Then, the probability a first period appointee is dismissed is

p = β + (1 − β)(1 − θl)

and
∂p
∂β
= θl > 0,

∂p
∂θl
= −(1 − β) < 0.

�
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A.2 Off-Path Beliefs

Proof of Proposition 1.1 (Off-Path Beliefs). Consider an equilibrium in which

x∗1(bl ; 1) = 0 x∗1(bl ; θl) = bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
x∗1(bh; 1) = bh − (1 − c) x∗1(bh; θl) = bh −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
.

Then, consider off-path deviations by each type of appointee. The following char-
acterize the set of retention probabilities, r , following policy success for which a
deviation x is strictly preferred

• θ = 1, b = bl

r > 1 +
x

δ
[
ρ + (1 − τ)

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))] ≡ r l
1 if x ∈ (0,1]

• θ = 1, b = bh

r > 1 +
(x − (bh − (1 − c)))

δ [ρ + (1 − τ)(1 − θl)(2 − bh)]
≡ rh

1 if x ∈ (bh − (1 − c),1]

• θ = θl , b = bl

r >

(
x −

(
bl −

(
1 − c

θl

)))
δ
[
ρ − τ

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))] ≡ r l
θ if x ∈ [bl − (1 −

c
θl
),1] \ bh − (1 − c)

• θ = θl , b = bh

r >

(
x −

(
bh −

(
1 − c

θl

)))
δ [ρ − τ(1 − θl)(2 − bh)]

≡ rh
θ if x ∈ (bh − (1 −

c
θl
),1]

Then, for all off-path policy choices, x, τ∗(x, ·) = 0.

Proof of Proposition 1.2 (Off-Path Beliefs). Consider an equilibrium in which

x∗1(bl ; 1) = 0 x∗1(bl ; θl) = bh − (1 − c)

x∗1(bh; 1) = bh − (1 − c) x∗1(bh; θl) = bh −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
.
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Then, consider off-path deviations by each type of appointee. The following char-
acterize the set of retention probabilities, r , following policy success for which a
deviation x is strictly preferred.

• θ = 1, b = bl

r > 1 +
x

δ
[
ρ + (1 − τ)

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))] ≡ r l
1 if x ∈ (0,1]

• θ = 1, b = bh

r > 1 +
(x − (bh − (1 − c)))

δ [ρ + (1 − τ)(1 − θl)(2 − bh)]
≡ rh

1 if x ∈ (bh − (1 − c),1]

• θ = θl , b = bl

r > 1 +
(x − (bh − (1 − c)))

δ
[
ρ − τ

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))] ≡ r l
θ if x ∈ [bl − (1 −

c
θl
),1] \ bh − (1 − c)

• θ = θl , b = bh

r >

(
x −

(
bh −

(
1 − c

θl

)))
δ [ρ − τ(1 − θl)(2 − bh)]

≡ rh
θ if x ∈ (bh − (1 −

c
θl
),1]

Then, for all off-path policy choices, x, τ∗(x, ·) = 0, while τ∗(x,0) = 0.

Proof of Proposition 1.3 (Off-Path Beliefs). Define

bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
+ δ

[
ρ − τ

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))]
≡ x̂.

First, consider an equilibrium in which

x∗1(bl ; 1) = 0 x∗1(bl ; θl) = bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
x∗1(bh; 1) = x̂ x∗1(bh; θl) = bh −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
.

Then, consider off-path deviations by each type of appointee. The following char-
acterize the set of retention probabilities, r , following policy success for which a
deviation x is strictly preferred.
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• θ = 1, b = bl

r > 1 +
x

δ
[
ρ + (1 − τ)

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))] ≡ r l
1 if x ∈ (0,1]

• θ = 1, b = bh

r > 1 +
(x − x̂)

δ [ρ + (1 − τ)(1 − θl)(2 − bh)]
≡ rh

1 if x ∈ (bh − (1 − c),1] \ x̂

• θ = θl , b = bl

r >

(
x −

(
bl −

(
1 − c

θl

)))
δ
[
ρ − τ

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))] ≡ r l
θ if x ∈ [bl − (1 −

c
θl
),1] \ x̂

• θ = θl , b = bh

r >

(
x −

(
bh −

(
1 − c

θl

)))
δ [ρ − τ(1 − θl)(2 − bh)]

≡ rh
θ if x ∈ (bh − (1 −

c
θl
),1]

By definition, x̂ is the policy that leaves the weak type facing an easy management
indifferent between distorting policy to gain retention with certainty and not dis-
torting policy, which ensures removal. This means that the retention threshold for a
weak type facing an easy problem may be rewritten as

r > 1 +
(x − x̂)

δ
[
ρ − τ

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))] .
Then, for all off-path policy choices, x, τ∗(x, ·) = 0.

Now, consider an equilibrium in which

x∗1(bl ; 1) = 0 x∗1(bl ; θl) = bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
x∗1(bh; 1) = x̂ x∗1(bh; θl) = x̂.

Then, consider off-path deviations by each type of appointee. The following char-
acterize the set of retention probabilities, r , following policy success for which a
deviation x is strictly preferred.
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• θ = 1, b = bl

r > 1 +
x

δ
[
ρ + (1 − τ)

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))] ≡ r l
1 if x ∈ (0,1]

• θ = 1, b = bh

r > 1 +
(x − x̂)

δ [ρ + (1 − τ)(1 − θl)(2 − bh)]
≡ rh

1 if x ∈ (bh − (1 − c),1] \ x̂

• θ = θl , b = bl

r >

(
x −

(
bl −

(
1 − c

θl

)))
δ
[
ρ − τ

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))] ≡ r l
θ if x ∈ [bl − (1 −

c
θl
),1] \ x̂

• θ = θl , b = bh

r > 1 +
(x − x̂)

δ [ρ − τ(1 − θl)(2 − bh)]
≡ rh

θ if x ∈ (bh − (1 −
c
θl
),1] \ x̂

Then, for all off-path policy choices, x, τ∗(x, ·) = 0.

Proof of Proposition 1.4 (Off-Path Beliefs). If ρ < ρ̃, then off-path beliefs are
captured by the first case in the proof of Proposition 1.3. If ρ ≥ ρ̃, then off-path
beliefs are captured by the second case in the proof of Proposition 1.3.
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A.3 Structure of Equilibrium Strategies

Lemma A.1 In any equilibrium that satisfies the D1 refinement, x∗1(bl ; 1) = 0.

Proof of Lemma A.1. I show there do not exist equilibria in which x∗1(bl ; 1) > 0
that satisfy the D1 refinement. Suppose there exists an equilibrium in which
x∗1(bl ; 1) > 0.

First observe that weak managers can never choose x1 = 0 and generate successful
implementation (i.e., y = 1). For e1(θl ; b) = 1, then

bl +

(
1 −

c
θl

)
− δτ(1 − bl − c) ≥ x1 ≥ bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
+ δτ(1 − bl − c) if b = bl

bh +

(
1 −

c
θl

)
≥ x1 ≥ bh −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
if b = bh.

In contrast, skilled managers can choose xt = 0 and always produce success if
b = bl . This means off path, τ̂(x1 = 0, y1 = 1) = 1.

Given τ̂(x1 = 0, y1 = 1) = 1, x1 = 0 is always profitable deviation for a tal-
ented appointee from the equilibrium profile if b = bl given x1 = 0 maximizes the
appointee’s policy utility:

1 > 1 − x∗1

for any x∗1 ∈ (0,1]. Further observe that in any equilibrium in which x1(bl ; 1) = 0,
the talented appointee facing an aligned bureaucracy is always retained. �

Lemma A.2 Define

bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
+ δ

[
ρ − τ

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))]
≡ x̂.

If b = bl , there does not exist an equilibrium in which a weak appointee chooses
x∗ > x̂.

Proof of Lemma A.2. I show that for any probability of retention following x∗ > x̂,
x = bl − (1 − c

θl
) is a profitable deviation for a weak appointee facing an easy

problem:

δ

[
ρ − τ

(
1 −

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))]
< x∗ −

(
bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

))
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which always holds given

x∗ > x̂ ≡ bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
+ δ

[
ρ − τ

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))]
.

�

Lemma A.3 If b = bl , a weak appointee cannot be indifferent between policies
x′, x′′ ∈ [bh − (1 − c), x̂]. If b = bh, a weak appointee cannot be indifferent between
policies x′, x′′ ∈ (bh − (1 − c

θl
),1].

Proof of Lemma A.3. Consider two cases:

• x̂ < bh −

(
1 − c

θl

)
First notice, only a weak appointee facing an easy management problem and
talented appointee facing a hard management problem can generate success
with policies x ∈ [bh − (1 − c), x̂].

Suppose actions x′, x′′ are chosen by a weak appointee. Then, for this to be
an equilibrium, these actions must also be on-path for a talented appointee—
otherwise the weak appointee would be removed and would have a strictly
profitable deviation to x = bl −

(
1 − c

θl

)
. I show that both talented appointees

that face a hard problem andweak appointees that face an easy problem cannot
be indifferent. For any on-path actions, x′, x′′ ∈ [bh−(1− c), x̂], the following
conditions cannot both be satisfied

r′ − r′′ =
x′ − x′′

δ
[
ρ − τ

(
1 − θl(2 − bl −

c
θl

)) , x′ − x′′

δ [ρ + (1 − τ)(1 − θl)(2 − bh)]
.

• x̂ ≥ bh −

(
1 − c

θl

)
Now, both weak appointees facing an easy management problem and weak
appointees facing a hard management problem can generate success with
policies x ∈ (bh −

(
1 − c

θl

)
, x̂].

For the weak appointee facing an easy management problem, again we have
that, for any on-path actions, x′, x′′ ∈ [bh−(1−c), x̂], the following conditions
cannot both be satisfied

r′ − r′′ =
x′ − x′′

δ
[
ρ − τ

(
1 − θl(2 − bl −

c
θl

)) , x′ − x′′

δ [ρ + (1 − τ)(1 − θl)(2 − bh)]
.
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Similarly, for the weak appointee facing a hard management problem and
x′, x′′ ∈ (bh −

(
1 − c

θl

)
,1], we have that

r′ − r′′ =
x′ − x′′

δ [ρ − τ(1 − θl)(2 − bh)]
,

x′ − x′′

δ [ρ + (1 − τ)(1 − θl)(2 − bh)]
.

This implies that weak appointees choose at most one policy x ∈ [bh − (1 − c), x̂] if
b = bl and at most one policy x ∈ (bh − (1 − c

θl
,1] if b = bh. �

Lemma A.4 There does not exist an equilibrium that satisfies the D1 refinement
in which the talented appointee facing a hard management problem selects some
x < bh − (1 − c).

Proof of Lemma A.4. Suppose there were an equilibrium in which the talented
appointee facing a hard management problem selects x∗ < bh − (1 − c). Then, it
must be that r(x∗,0) > 0, otherwise the appointee would have a strictly profitable
deviation.

For r(x∗,0) > 1, it must be that τ∗(x∗,0) ≥ τ. I show that, for any probability
of retention r∗(x∗,0) ∈ (0,1], there exists some policy x′ ∈ [bh − (1 − c),1] either
on or off-path such that y = 1 and τ̂(x′,1) = 1 such that x′ is a profitable deviation
for the talented appointee facing a hard problem.

Let x̂ < bh−

(
1 − c

θl

)
. If a weak appointee chooses a policy x̃ ∈ [bh−(1−c), x̂], then

it must also be chosen by a talented appointee facing a hard problem. Otherwise,
the weak appointee would be dismissed with probability 1 and have a profitable de-
viation to bl −

(
1 − c

θl

)
. Then, x̃ + ε is a profitable deviation for a talented appointee

facing a hard problem, as off-path τ̂(x̃+ ε,1) = 1 and policy utility in the first period
is strictly greater. If a weak appointee does not choose a policy x̃ ∈ [bh − (1− c), x̂],
then x = bh − (1 − c) is a profitable deviation.

Now, instead let x̂ ≥ bh −

(
1 − c

θl

)
. If

�

Proposition A.1 In any equilibrium that maximizes the president’s welfare and
satisfies the D1 refinement, talented appointees are retained with probability 1.
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Proof of PropositionA.1. First, I show that a talented appointee facing an easy prob-
lem is retained with probability 1 in equilibrium. From Lemma A.1, x∗1(bl ; 1) = 0
which implies r∗ = 1 if y = 1.

Now, I show that a talented appointee facing a hard problem must be retained
with probability 1 following policy success in equilibrium. Suppose, for a contra-
diction, this does not hold. Then, there exists an equilibrium in which the talented
appointee is dismissed with positive probability following success with some policy
choice, x∗. For dismissal to be sequentially rational for the president, it must be that

τ̂(x∗,1) ≤ τ,

which implies a weak appointee must also choose x∗ with some probability and be
dismissed.

If τ̂(x∗,1) < τ, then r∗(x∗,1) = 0 and both talented and weak appointees will
have a strictly profitable deviation to choose the position that maximizes their pol-
icy utility such that this cannot be an equilibrium profile. Therefore, a talented
appointee cannot be dismissed with certainty in equilibrium.

Now suppose τ̂(x∗,1) = τ and r∗(x∗,1) ∈ (0,1).

• Case 1: x̂ < bh −

(
1 − c

θl

)
By Lemma A.3, at most one action x ∈ [bh − (1 − c), x̂] is chosen by a weak
appointee facing an easy problem. For any on-path policy x∗ ∈ [bh−(1−c), x̂]

not chosen by a weak appointee facing an easy problem, the talented appointee
must be retained with probability 1.

Now consider some on-path policy, x∗, that is also chosen by a weak appointee
facing an easy problem. I show that there exists a policy x′ = x∗ + ε that
guarantees retention and is a profitable deviation for a talented appointee
facing a hard problem unless r∗(x∗,1) = 1. The policy x′ is a profitable
deviation if

r∗ < 1 −
(x′ − x∗)

δ [ρ + (1 − τ)(1 − θl)(2 − bh)]
≡ r′.

For any x′ ∈ [x∗, bh−

(
1 − c

θl

)
) off-path, D1 implies τ̂(x′,1) = 1 and r∗(x′,1) =

1. Then, there always exists some ε > 0 such that r′ > r∗ if r∗ < 1.
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• Case 2: x̂ ≥ bh −

(
1 − c

θl

)
Again, by Lemma A.3, at most one action x ∈ [bh − (1 − c), x̂] is chosen
by a weak appointee facing an easy problem and at most one action x ∈

[bh −

(
1 − c

θl

)
,1] is chosen by a weak appointee facing a hard problem. If the

policy chosen by the talented appointee facing a hard problem is also chosen
by a weak appointee facing an easy problem, then the argument proceeds as in
case 1. If the policy is also chosen by a weak appointee facing a hard problem,
then there is similarly a profitable deviation to x′ = x∗ + ε so long as r∗ < 1.
For any x′ ∈ [x∗,1] off-path, D1 implies τ̂(x′,1) = 1 and r∗(x′,1) = 1.

�
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A.4 Principal Welfare Maximizing Equilibrium
Define x̂ as the policy that leaves the weak appointee facing an easy problem
indifferent between maintaining control and being removed and distorting policy,
but maintaining his position:

x̂ ≡ bl −

(
1 −

c
θl

)
+ δ

[
ρ − τ

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))]
.

Let bh > bh and β ≥ β. I show that there exists some ρ̂ ∈ (ρ, ρ) such that for all
ρ > ρ̂, the equilibrium involves policy distortions by a weak appointee facing an
easy management problem.

There are two parameter regions to consider:

• ρ < ρ < ρ̃

If ρ < ρ < ρ̃, then the president prefers a partially pooling equilibrium in
which x∗1(b; 1) = x∗2(b; 1), x∗1(bl ; θl) = bh − (1 − c) and x∗1(bh; θl) = x∗2(bh; θl)

to a fully separating equilibrium in which x∗1(bl ; 1) = 0, x∗1(bh; 1) = x̂, and
x∗1(b; θl) = x∗2(b; θl) provided:

x̂ ≥ (bh−(1−c))+
(1 − β)(1 − τ)θl

βτ

[(
bh − bl + c −

c
θl

)
+ δτ

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))]
which substituting into the expression for x̂ may be rewritten

ρ >

[
1 +
(1 − β)(1 − τ)θl

βτ

] [
1
δ

(
bh − bl −

(
c
θl
− c

))
+ τ

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))]
or

ρ >

[
1 +
(1 − β)(1 − τ)θl

βτ

]
ρ ≡ ρ1.

Then, ρ1 < ρ̃ if

bh < bl +

[
1 +

βτ

(1 − β)(1 − τ)θl

] (
c
θl
− c

)
− δτ

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))
≡ b̂.

Notice that ρ1 < ρ̃ is sufficient to guarantee the partial pooling equilibrium
described above is preferred to a partially pooling pooling equilibrium in
which both weak and talented appointees facing hard management problems
distort, choosing x̂.
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• ρ ≥ ρ̃

If ρ ≥ ρ̃, the president prefers a partially pooling equilibrium in which
x∗1(b; 1) = x∗2(b; 1), x∗1(bl ; θl) = bh − (1 − c) and x∗1(bh; θl) = x∗2(bh; θl) to
partially pooling equilibrium in which x∗1(bl ; 1) = 0, x∗1(bl ; θl) = x∗2(bl ; θl),
and x∗1(bh; θ) = x̂ if

ρ ≥
1
δ

[(
1 +

β(1 − τ)θl

(βτ + β(1 − τ)θl)

)
(bh − bl) −

(βτ + (1 − β)(1 − τ)θl)

(βτ + β(1 − τ)θl)

(
c
θl
− c

)]
+

[
1 +
(1 − τ)(1 − β)θl

(βτ + β(1 − τ)θl)

]
τ

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))
−
(1 − τ)τβθl(1 − θl)

(βτ + β(1 − τ)θl)
(2−bh).

This condition may be rewritten as

ρ ≥ ρ̃+
1
δ

[(
β(1 − τ)θl

(βτ + β(1 − τ)θl)

)
(bh − bl) −

(βτ + (1 − β)(1 − τ)θl)

(βτ + β(1 − τ)θl)

(
c
θl
− c

)]
+[

(1 − τ)(1 − β)θl

(βτ + β(1 − τ)θl)

]
τ

(
1 − θl

(
2 − bl −

c
θl

))
−
(1 − τ)τβθl(1 − θl)

(βτ + β(1 − τ)θl)
(2−bh) ≡ ρ2.

Define ρ̂ as

ρ̂ =


ρ′ if bh < b < b̂

ρ′′ if b ≥ b̂.

Now, I show that ρ̂ ∈ (ρ, ρ). If bh < b < b̂, then ρ′ < ρ̃ < ρ must hold. Instead, if
b ≥ b̂, then the following is sufficient to guarantee ρ̂ < ρ

δ [τβ + (1 − τ)βθl]

(
ρ − ρ

)
> (1 − τ)βθl [bh − bl + δτ (bh − (1 − c) − θl(bh − bl))] .

This always holds as c < c guarantees c < 1
2 . �
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A p p e n d i x B

PROOFS FOR CHAPTER 3

B.1 Formal Proofs

Proof of Lemma 2.1. In the second period, an appointee with bias bP and expertise
θP will delegate if

−(bA − bP)
2 > −(1 − θP)Var(ω) ⇒ bA − ε(θP) < bP < bA + ε(θP).

If this condition holds with equality, then the appointee is indifferent between
delegating and exercising leadership and either action is a best response. �

Proof of Lemma 2.2. Consider two cases:

• If bA ≤ ε(θ), then the following is sufficient for E to prefer an ally

−(1 − κ)b2
A ≥ −(bA − ε(θ))

2 − (1 − κ)(1 − θ)Var(ω)

which is always satisfied given bA ≤ ε(θ).

• If bA > ε(θ), then the following is sufficient for E to prefer an ally

−(1 − κ)(1 − θ)Var(ω) > −κ(bA − ε(θ))
2 − (1 − κ)b2

A

which is always satisfied given bA > ε(θ).

�

Proof of Lemma 2.3. First, I show the executive will never retain an extreme
appointee with bP > bA or bP < −bA. For all bP > bA or bP < −bA, the executive’s
expected utility is strictly decreasing in κ̂. The following are sufficient to guarantee
the executive always prefers to replace an extreme appointee

−(1 − κ)b2
A > −b2

A if bA ≤ ε(θ) (B.1)

−(1 − κ)(1 − θ)Var(ω) > −b2
A if bA > ε(θ). (B.2)

For all −bA ≤ bP ≤ bA, the executive’s expected utility is increasing in κ̂. Consider
two cases:



108

• If bA ≤ ε(θ), then the executive will never retain an appointee if

−(1 − κ)b2
A > −b2

P ⇒ bP > bA
√
(1 − κ) or bP < −bA

√
1 − κ.

Observe that if the bureaucrat is closely aligned with the president or

bA ≤
ε(θ)

1 +
√

1 − κ
,

the president will never retain an appointee if bP < ∆
∗.

• If bA > ε(θ), then the executive will never retain an appointee if

−(1 − κ)(1 − θ)Var(ω) > −b2
P ⇒ bP > ε(θ)

√
(1 − κ) or bP < −ε(θ)

√
(1 − κ).

�

Proof of Lemma 2.4. There are four cases to consider:

• Case 1: bA ≤ ε(θ), bP ∈ ∆
∗

The executive will retain only if

−κ̂b2
P − (1 − κ̂)b

2
A ≥ −(1 − κ)b

2
A ⇒ κ̂ ≥

κb2
A

b2
A − b2

P

≡ κ.

• Case 2: bA ≤ ε(θ), bP < ∆
∗

The executive will retain only if

−b2
P − (1 − κ̂)(1 − θ)Var(ω) ≥ −(1 − κ)b

2
A ⇒ κ̂ ≥ 1 +

b2
P − (1 − κ)b

2
A

(1 − θ)Var(ω)
≡ κ.

• Case 3: bA > ε(θ), bP ∈ ∆
∗

The executive will retain only if

−κ̂b2
P−(1−κ̂)b

2
A ≥ −(1−κ)(1−θ)Var(ω) ⇒ κ̂ ≥

b2
A − (1 − κ)(1 − θ)Var(ω)

b2
A − b2

P

≡ κ.

• Case 4: bA > ε(θ), bP < ∆
∗

The executive will retain only if

−b2
P−(1−κ̂)(1−θ)Var(ω) ≥ −(1−κ)(1−θ)Var(ω) ⇒ κ̂ ≥ κ+

b2
P

(1 − θ)Var(ω)
≡ κ.
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�

Proof of Lemma 2.5. Let τ > τ. By Lemma B.2 in Appendix B.2, in any equilib-
rium that satisfies the D1 refinement σ∗1 (1, bP) = 0.

First, I show there does not exist an equilibrium in which σ∗1 (θl, bP) > 0 if bP < ∆
∗.

Consider two cases:

• If bA ≤ ε(θ), I show that if bP < ∆
∗ there does not exist ρ(0, bP) ∈ [0,1] such

that the non-expert appointee prefers to delegate.

For the non-expert appointee to weakly prefer delegating to exercising lead-
ership, the following condition must hold:

ρ(0, bP) ≤
(1 − θ)Var(ω) − (bA − bP)

2

δ
[
τ − (1 − θ)Var(ω) + κb2

P + (1 − κ)(bA − bP)
2
] .

This is not feasible as bP < ∆
∗ implies

(1 − θ)Var(ω) − (bA − bP)
2 < 0

whereas
τ − (1 − θ)Var(ω) + κb2

P + (1 − κ)(bA − bP)
2 > 0

given τ ≥ τ.

For the non-expert appointee to weakly prefer delegating, the following con-
dition must hold:

ρ(0, bP) ≤
(1 − θ)Var(ω) − (bA − bP)

2

δ[τ + b2
P − κ(1 − θ)Var(ω)]

.

This is not feasible as bP < ∆
∗ implies

(1 − θ)Var(ω) − (bA − bP)
2 < 0

whereas
τ + b2

P − κ(1 − θ)Var(ω) > 0

given τ ≥ τ.

Then, there does not exist an equilibrium in which σ∗1 (θl, bP) > 0 for bP < ∆
∗.
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Next, I show that there exists an equilibrium in which σ∗1 (θl, bP) = 0 for all bP < ∆
∗.

Given the D1 refinement requires κ∗(1, bP) = 0, for this to be an equilibrium strategy,
the following must hold

−(1 − θl)Var(ω) + δE(removed) ≥ −(bA − bP)
2 + δE(removed)

which is always satisfied. By Lemma B.3 in Appendix B.3, this is the unique equi-
librium strategy for bP < ∆

∗.

Similarly, if bP ∈ ∆
∗, but bP < R, then σ∗1 (θl, bP) = σ

∗
2 (θl, bP) = 1, given

−(bA − bP)
2 > −(1 − θl)Var(ω).

Now, I show that the unique equilibrium strategy is semi-separating (i.e.,σ∗1 (θl, bP) =

1) for bP ∈ ∆
∗ ∩ R.

• There does not exist a fully separating equilibrium in which σ∗1 (θl, bP) = 1
for bP ∈ ∆

∗ ∩ R given

τ >
1
δ

[
(1 − θl)Var(ω) − (bA − bP)

2] − [κb2
P − κ(bA − bP)

2]

where τ > τ guarantees this is satisfied for all bP ∈ ∆
∗ ∩ R.

• There does not exist a fully pooling equilibrium ∀ bP , 0 ∈ ∆∗ ∩R given the
D1 refinement requires off-path κ∗(1, bp) = 0 and

−(bA − bP)
2 > −(1 − θl)Var(ω).

• There exists a semi-separating equilibrium for bP ∈ ∆
∗ ∩ R characterized by

κ

κ + (1 − κ)(1 − σ∗1 (θl, bP))
= κ ⇒ σ∗1 (θl, bP) =

b2
P

(1 − κ)b2
A

and
ρ∗(0, bP) =

(1 − θl)Var(ω) − (bA − bP)
2

δ(τ − κbA(bA − 2bP))
∈ [0,1].

�

Proof of Proposition 2.1. Let τ > τ and bA < ε(θ). First, observe that if
bA ≤

ε(θ)

1+
√

1−κ
, then R ⊂ ∆∗. Instead, if bA >

ε(θ)

1+
√

1−κ
, then Lemma 2.5 implies

−b2
P − (1 − κ)(1 − θ)Var(ω) < −(1 − κ)b

2
A
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for all bP ∈ R \ ∆
∗, which means there exists some bP ∈ ∆

∗ that is preferred to any
bP ∈ R \ ∆

∗. By Lemma 2.2, βP∗
2 ∈ ∆

∗ if r = 0. �

Proof of Proposition 2.2. Let bA < ε(θ)
√

1+κ
. In any semi-separating equilibrium,

the executive’s expected second period utility is equal to her expected utility from
replacement:

−δ(1 − κ)b2
A.

Then, the executive will choose the ideology of her appointee to maximize first
period control.

For bP ∈ ∆
∗ ∩ R, the following conditions must be satisfied in the unique semi-

separating equilibrium in which σ∗1 (1, bP) = 0:

σ∗1 (θ, bP) =
b2

P

(1 − κ)b2
A

(B.3)

ρ∗(0, bP) =
(1 − θ)Var(ω) − (bA − bP)

2

δ(τ − κbA(bA − 2bP))
. (B.4)

Note that if bP ∈ {−bA
√

1 − κ,0, bA
√

1 − κ} there are many possible retention prob-
abilities that support the same delegation behavior, but do not affect the executive’s
expected utility.

The executive’s first period expected utility given σ∗1 (θP, bP) is

−κb2
P − (1 − κ)

[
σ∗1 b2

A + (1 − σ
∗
1 )(b

2
P + (1 − θl)Var(ω))

]
which, substituting into the expression, becomes

b4
P

b2
A

+

[
(1 − θl)Var(ω)

b2
A

− 2

]
b2

P − (1 − κ)(1 − θl)Var(ω).

This is maximized at βP∗
1 ∈ {±bA

√
1 − κ} provided

bA − ε(θl) < −bA
√

1 − κ ⇒ bA <
ε(θl)

1 +
√

1 − κ
and

b4
P

b2
A

+

[
(1 − θ)Var(ω)

b2
A

− 2

]
b2

P > 0

which is satisfied if√
2b2

A − (1 − θl)Var(ω) < bA
√

1 − κ ⇒ bA <
ε(θl)
√

1 + κ
.
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If ε(θl)

1+
√

1−κ
< bA <

ε(θ)
√

1+κ
, then βP∗

1 = bA
√

1 − κ. Otherwise, βP∗
1 = 0.

Appendix B.2 provides proof of uniqueness. �

Proof of Proposition 2.3. Let bA < ε(θ). Given the equilibrium characterization in
Proposition 2.2, βP∗

1 = bA
√

1 − κ. Then,

∂βP∗
1

∂bA
=
√

1 − κ > 0

∂βP∗
1

∂κ
= −

bA

2
√

1 − κ
< 0.

�

Proof of Proposition 2.4. This follows directly from Proposition 2.2.

Proof of Proposition 2.5. This follows directly from Lemma 2.4.
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B.2 Uniqueness
The D1 criterion eliminates pooling equilibria in which delegating to the bureaucrat
signals competence if τ > κb2

A(1 + 2
√

1 − κ). I show that each type of appointee
has a unique equilibrium strategy that leads to a unique expected payoff for the
executive.

Lemma B.1 In any equilibrium that satisfies the D1 refinement ρ∗(1, bP) = 0.

Proof. Suppose ρ∗(1, bP) > 0. Then, bP ∈ R and, in order to satisfy κ∗(1, bP) ≥ κ,
on-path

σ∗1 (1, bP) ≥ σ
∗
1 (θ, bP). (B.5)

There are three types of equilibria that satisfy (B.5):

• Fully separating: σ∗1 (1, bP) = 1, σ∗1 (θ, bP) = 0

First I rule out separating equilibria that involve σ∗1 (1, bP) = 1, σ∗1 (θ, bP) = 0,
which imply ρ∗(0, bP) = 0, ρ∗(1, bP) = 1. I show that a non-expert would
prefer to delegate if

τ >
1
δ

[
(bA − bP)

2 − (1 − θ)Var(ω)
]
+ EuP

2 (removed).

This is clearly satisfied if bP ∈ ∆
∗. If bP < ∆

∗, then incentive compatibility
for the non-expert requires

τ ≤
1
δ

[
(bA − bP)

2 − (1 − θ)Var(ω)
]
+

[
(1 − θ)Var(ω) − κb2

P − (1 − κ)(bA − bP)
2] if bA ≤ ε(θ)

τ ≤
1
δ

[
(bA − bP)

2 − (1 − θ)Var(ω)
]
+

[
κ(1 − θ)Var(ω) − b2

P

]
if bA > ε(θ).

If bP < ∆
∗, then incentive compatibility for the expert requires

τ ≥
1
δ

[
(bA − bP)

2] − [
κb2

P + (1 − κ)(bA − bP)
2] if bA ≤ ε(θ)

τ ≥
1
δ

[
(bA − bP)

2] − [
b2

P + (1 − κ)(1 − θ)Var(ω)
]

if bA > ε(θ).

Incentive compatibility for both the expert and non-expert cannot be satisfied
if δ < 1. This cannot be an equilibrium.

• Semi-separating: 1 > σ∗1 (1, bP) > σ∗1 (θ, bP) = 0
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Now I rule out semi-separating equilibria that involve 1 > σ∗1 (1, bP) >

σ∗1 (θ, bP), which imply ρ∗(0, bP) = 0 and σ∗1 (θ, bP) = 0 (by Lemma B.3).
I show that a non-expert would prefer to delegate if

ρ∗(1) =
(bA − bP)

2

δ[EuP
2 (1, retained) − EuP

2 (removed)]
>

(bA − bP)
2 − (1 − θ)Var(ω)

δ[EuP
2 (θ, retained) − EuP

2 (removed)]
.

This is clearly satisfied if bP ∈ ∆
∗. If bP < ∆

∗, then this is satisfied if

τ > κ(b2
A − 2bAbP) for all bA ≤ ε(θ)

τ > 0 for all bA > ε(θ)

which holds given τ > τ. Therefore, this cannot be an equilibrium.

• Fully pooling: σ∗1 (1, bP) = σ
∗
1 (θ, bP)

If σ∗1 (1, bP) = σ
∗
1 (θl, bP) = 1, then κ∗(1, bP) = κ and ρ∗(1, bP) = 0 if bP , 0.

If bP = 0, then the D1 refinement requires that off-path, κ∗(0,0) = 1 as

1 −
(b2

A − (1 − θl)Var(ω))
δ[EuP

2 (θl, retained) − EuP
2 (removed)]

> 1 −
b2

A

δ[EuP
2 (1, retained) − EuP

2 (removed)]

given the assumption τ > τ. However, this cannot be an equilibrium if
off-path beliefs satisfy the D1 refinement.

If σ∗1 (1, bP) = σ
∗
1 (θl, bP) = 0, the D1 refinement requires that off-path, κ∗(1, bP) = 0

as

(bA − bP)
2 − (1 − θl)Var(ω)

δ[EuP
2 (θl, retained) − EuP

2 (removed)]
<

(bA − bP)
2

δ[EuP
2 (1, retained) − EuP

2 (removed)]

given the assumption τ > τ, which implies ρ∗(1, bP) = 0. �

Lemma B.2 Let τ > τ. In any equilibrium that satisfies the D1 refinement expert
appointees exercise leadership, σ∗1 (1, bP) = 0.

Proof. An expert appointee will always prefer to exercise leadership if

ρ∗(0, bP) − ρ
∗(1, bP) >

−(bA − bP)
2

δ
[
EuP

2 (1, retained) − EuP
2 (removed)

] < 0

which is satisfied given τ > 0 as ρ∗(1, bP) = 0 implies ρ∗(0, bP) − ρ
∗(1, bP) ≥ 0. �

Proof of Proposition 2.2 (Uniqueness). I show that if τ > τ and bA <
ε(θ)
√

1+κ
, then

in any equilibrium satisfying the D1 refinement, βP∗
1 = bA

√
1 − κ. By Lemma B.2
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and Lemma B.3, σ∗1 (1, bP) = 0 and σ∗1 (θl, bP ∈ R) ∈ [0,1]. I show that for each
appointee bP ∈ R, there is a unique probability of delegation in any equilibrium that
satisfies D1.

If bP < R, then σ∗1 (θP, bP) = σ
∗
2 (θP, bP). See proof of Lemma 2.5.

If bP ∈ R,

• bP ∈ ∆
∗

There does not exist a fully separating equilibrium if

τ >
1
δ

[
(1 − θl)Var(ω) − (bA − bP)

2] + κ[b2
A − 2bAbP].

There does not exist a fully pooling equilibrium if bP ∈ ∆
∗ ∩R \ {0} if τ > 0.

There exists a semi-separating equilibrium ∀ bP ∈ ∆
∗ ∩ R if

τ >
1
δ

[
(1 − θl)Var(ω) − (1 − δκ)b2

A

]
≡ τ.

• bP < ∆
∗

There does not exist a fully separating equilibrium if

τ >
1
δ

[
(1 − θ)Var(ω) − (bA − bP)

2]+[(1 − θ)Var(ω) − κb2
P − (1 − κ)(bA − bP)

2] .
There does not exist a semi-separating equilibrium given bP < ∆

∗ implies

(1 − θ)Var(ω) − (bA − bP)
2 < 0⇒ ρ∗(0) < 0

which is not feasible.

There exists pooling equilibrium that satisfies the D1 refinement. If τ >

κb2
A[1 + 2

√
1 − κ], then D1 criterion implies κ∗(1) = 0 as ρ1 > ρθ if:

τ > κ[b2
A − 2bAbP].

For this to hold ∀bP < bA − ε(θ),

τ > κb2
A[1 + 2

√
1 − κ].

Then, the utility comparison in Appendix B.1 identifies the unique optimal ap-
pointee. �
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B.3 Structure of Equilibrium Appointee Strategies

Lemma B.3 In any PBE, at most one type of appointee is indifferent between
delegating authority and exercising policy leadership.

Proof. Suppose ∃ bP ∈ R such that both types of appointees are indifferent. This
implies for the expert appointee

(bA − bP)
2 + δ(ρ∗(0, bP) − ρ

∗(1, bP))
[
EuP

2 (1, retained) − EuP
2 (removed)

]
= 0(B.6)

and for the non-expert

(bA − bP)
2 − (1 − θl)Var(ω) + δ(ρ∗(0, bP) − ρ

∗(1, bP))
[
EuP

2 (θl, retained) − EuP
2 (removed)

]
= 0.(B.7)

Rearranging from each expression for ρ∗(0) − ρ∗(1), this implies

ρ∗(0, bP) − ρ
∗(1, bP) =

−(bA − bP)
2

δ
[
EuP

2 (1, retained) − EuP
2 (removed)

] (B.8)

ρ∗(0, bP) − ρ
∗(1, bP) =

(1 − θl)Var(ω) − (bA − bP)
2

δ
[
EuP

2 (θl, retained) − EuP
2 (removed)

] (B.9)

must hold.

For any bP ∈ ∆
∗,

−(bA − bP)
2

δ
[
EuP

2 (1, retained) − EuP
2 (removed)

] < 0 ≤
(1 − θl)Var(ω) − (bA − bP)

2

δ
[
EuP

2 (θl, retained) − EuP
2 (removed)

](B.10)
and expression (B.8) and (B.9) cannot both be satisfied.

For bP < ∆
∗, the following is sufficient to guarantee both conditions cannot be

satisfied:

τ > κb2
A(1 + 2

√
1 − κ) if bA ≤ ε(θ) (B.11)

τ > b2
A(1 + 2

√
1 − κ) − (1 − κ)(1 − θl)Var(ω) if bA > ε(θ) (B.12)

which is implied by τ > τ. �
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A p p e n d i x C

PROOFS FOR CHAPTER 4

C.1 Formal Proofs
This appendix proves Remark 1, Lemmas 1-4, and Propositions 1-4.

Proof of Remark 3. Consider an incumbent of type θ. This is a straightforward
application of Bayes’ Theorem, where

Pr(ωt = 1|θ,wt = 1) =
Pr(wt = 1|θ,ωt = 1)Pr(ωt = 1)

Pr(wt = 1|θ,ωt = 1)Pr(ωt = 1) + Pr(wt = 1|θ,ωt = 0)Pr(ωt = 0)

=
θπ

θπ + (1 − θ)(1 − π)
,

Pr(ωt = 1|θ,wt = 0) =
Pr(wt = 0|θ,ωt = 1)Pr(ωt = 1)

Pr(wt = 0|θ,ωt = 1)Pr(ωt = 1) + Pr(wt = 0|θ,ωt = 0)Pr(ωt = 0)

=
(1 − θ)π

(1 − θ)π + θ(1 − π)
.

�

Proof of Lemma 3.1. In the second period, the incumbent will select the policy
that maximizes social welfare given there is no election, or

max
σ2(w2;θ)

σ2(w2; θ) [π̂2(w2; θ)m + (1 − π̂2(w2; θ))ρn]+(1−σ2(w2; θ)) [π̂2(w2; θ)ρn + (1 − π̂2(w2; θ))m] ,

and

σ∗2 (w2; θ) =


1 if π̂2(w2; θ) < 1
2

0 otherwise.

�

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Given Lemma 3.1, a special interest voter’s expected second
period utility associated with reelecting the incumbent is given by

(κ̂ j + (1 − κ̂ j)λ)ρ

whereas a majority voter’s expected second period utility is

(1 − κ̂h)(1 − λ).
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A special interest voter will prefer to reelect the incumbent only if

(κ̂ j + (1 − κ̂ j)λ)ρ ≥ (κ + (1 − κ)λ)ρ⇒ κ̂ j ≥ κ.

Similarly, a majority voter will prefer to reelect the incumbent only if

(1 − κ̂h)(1 − λ) ⇒ κ̂h ≤ κ.

�

Proof of Lemma 3.3. Suppose σ∗1 (w1; θ) = 1 − w1. Then, this is a straightforward
application of Bayes’ Theorem, where

κ̂∗j (1) = Pr(θ = 1|Π1 = 1) = 0

κ̂∗h(1) = Pr(θ = 1|s1 = 1) =
(1 − 1

2 (1 − α))κ
1 − α(1 − κ)(1 − λ) − 1

2 (1 − α)

κ̂∗h(0) = Pr(θ = 1|s1 = 0) =
1
2 (1 − α)κ

1
2 (1 − α) + α(1 − κ)(1 − λ)

κ̂∗j (0) = Pr(θ = 1|Π1 = 1) =
κ

κ + λ(1 − κ)
.

�

Proof of Proposition 3.1. First I show that this is indeed an equilibrium, then I
prove uniqueness provided Ns > N s.

• The special interest discipline equilibrium exists.

Suppose σ∗1 (w1; θ) = 1 − w1. By Lemma 3.3, the voters’ beliefs are given by

0 = κ̂∗j (1) < κ̂∗h(1) < κ < κ̂∗h(0) < κ̂∗j (0) < 1.

This implies the majority strategy ν∗h(1) = 1, ν∗h(0) = 0 and the special interest
strategy ν∗j (1) = 0, ν∗j (0) = 1.

A competent incumbent will prefer to select x1 = 1 − w1 provided

ρn − m ≥ ∆(1,0)(τ + (1 − κ)(1 − λ)(ρn − m))

or
∆(1,0) ≤

ρn − m
τ + (1 − κ)(1 − λ)(ρn − m)

.



119

Rearranging the above gives the condition that

Ns ≥ N∗ − F−1
0

(
F1(N∗; M, (1 + α)/2) +

ρn − m
τ + (1 − κ)(1 − λ)(ρn − m)

)
≡ N s .

An incompetent incumbent will prefer to select x1 = 1 − w1 provided

ρn − m ≥ ∆(1,0)(τ − κ(1 − λ)(ρn − m))

or

∆(1,0) ≥
ρn − m

τ − κ(1 − λ)(ρn − m)
if τ < κ(1 − λ)(ρn − m) (C.1)

∆(1,0) ≤
ρn − m

τ − κ(1 − λ)(ρn − m)
if τ > κ(1 − λ)(ρn − m). (C.2)

Observe that ∆(1,0) ≥ 0 such that for sufficiently small τ, condition (C.1) is
always satisfied.

Then, consider τ > κ(1 − λ)(ρn − m). Rearranging condition (C.2) gives

Ns ≥ N∗−F−1
0

(
F1(N∗; M, (1 + α)/2) +

ρn − m
τ − κ(1 − λ)(ρn − m)

; M, (1 − α)/2
)
≡ Ñs

where Ñs ≤ N s. �

• This equilibrium is unique if τ < τ or Ns > N s.

Consider an arbitrary retention strategy for the majority voter: νh(1), νh(0).
Then, the competent politician will prefer to select x1 = w1 if and only if

∆(νh(1), νh(0)) ≥
ρn − m

τ + (1 − κ)(1 − λ)(ρn − m)
.

Then, given the difference in reelection probabilities ∆(νh(1), νh(0)) is maxi-
mized at νh(1) = 1, νh(0) = 0 if

∆(1,0) <
ρn − m

τ + (1 − κ)(1 − λ)(ρn − m)
,

there does not exist a feasible voter strategy that would induce σ∗1 (1; 1) > 0
or σ∗1 (0; 1) < 1 if Ns > N s.

Similarly, the incompetent politician will prefer to select x1 = w1 if and only
if

∆(1,0) ≥
ρn − m

τ − κ(1 − λ)(ρn − m)
if τ < κ(1 − λ)(ρn − m)

∆(1,0) ≤
ρn − m

τ − κ(1 − λ)(ρn − m)
if τ > κ(1 − λ)(ρn − m).
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Then, if Ns > N s, there does not exist a feasible voter strategy that would
induce σ∗1 (1; λ) > 0 or σ∗1 (0; λ) < 1. Therefore, neither type of politician will
prefer reelection to the social welfare cost in period t = 1 if Ns > N s. �

Proof of Lemma 3.4. Suppose σ∗1 (wt ; λ) = 1 − wt , σ∗1 (1; 1) = 1 − λ, σ∗1 (0; 1) = λ.
Then, this is again a straightforward application of Bayes’ Theorem, where

κ∗j (1) = Pr(θ = 1|Π1 = 1) =
(1 − λ)κ

(1 − λ)κ + (1 − λ)(1 − κ)
= κ,

κ∗h(1) = Pr(θ = 1|s1 = 1) =
(12 (1 − α) + α(1 − λ))κ

(12 (1 − α) + α(1 − λ))κ + (
1
2 (1 − α) + α(1 − λ)))(1 − κ)

= κ,

κ∗j (0) = Pr(θ = 1|Π1 = 0) =
λκ

λκ + λ(1 − κ)
= κ,

κ∗h(0) = Pr(θ = 1|s1 = 0) =
(1 − α(1 − λ) − 1

2 (1 − α))κ
(1 − α(1 − λ) − 1

2 (1 − α))κ + (1 − α(1 − λ) −
1
2 (1 − α))(1 − κ)

= κ.

�

Proof of Proposition 3.2. Suppose σ∗1 (w1; λ) = 1−w1, σ∗1 (1; 1) = 1−λ, σ∗1 (0; 1) =
λ. By Lemma 3.4, the voters’ beliefs are given by

0 < κ̂∗j (0) = κ̂
∗
h(0) = κ = κ̂

∗
h(1) = κ̂

∗
h(1) < 1.

Consider a strategy for each majority voter given by ν∗h(0) = 0 and ν∗h(1) ∈ (0,1].

For this to be an equilibrium, competent politicians must be indifferent between
selecting x1 = w1 and x1 = 1 − w1, or

∆(νh(1), νh(0)) [τ + (1 − κ)(1 − λ)ρn − (1 − κ)(1 − λ)m] = ρn − m.

Rearranging, this is only feasible if ∃ νh(1) ∈ (0,1] such that

∆(ν∗h(1), ν
∗
h(0)) =

ρn − m
τ + (1 − κ)(1 − λ)(ρn − m)

≡ β̂(θ = 1).

Finally, it must be that incompetent politicians prefer to select x1 = 1 − w1, which
holds if

ρn − m ≥ ∆(ν∗h(1), ν
∗
h(0)) [τ − κ(1 − λ)(ρn − m)]

which is only satisfied if

∆(ν∗h(1), ν
∗
h(0)) ≤

ρn − m
τ − κ(1 − λ)(ρn − m)

≡ β̂(θ = λ).



121

This holds given β̂(λ) ≤ β̂(1). �

Proof of Proposition 3.3. Observe

N s ≡ N∗ − F−1
0 (β + F1(N∗; M,12(1 + α)); M,12(1 − α))

and

∂N s

∂α
= −F−1

0
′ (β + F1(N∗; M,12(1 + α)); M,12(1 − α)) F′1(N

∗; M,12(1 + α)) > 0

given F1 is increasing in α and F0 is decreasing in α which gives F−1
0 decreasing in

α. Similarly,

∂N s

∂τ
= F−1

0
′ (β + F1(N∗; M,12(1 + α)); M,12(1 − α))

(ρn − m)
(τ + (1 − κ)(1 − λ)(ρn − m))2

> 0.

�

Proof of Proposition 3.4. Suppose Ns ≥ N s. Let κ̃ = Pr(θ = 1|t = 2). Then

κ̃ = κ [1 − F0(N∗ − Ns; M,12(1 − α))(1 − κ − λ(1 − κ)) + (1 − κ)(1 − λ)F1(N∗; M,12(1 + α))]

where

κ̃ < κ ⇒ Ns < N∗ − F−1
0 (F1(N∗; M,12(1 + α)); M,12(1 − α)) ≡ N̂s .

�

Proof of Proposition 3.5. From Proposition 3.4, we have

κ̃ ≥ κ ⇒ Ns ≥ N∗ − F−1
0 (F1(N∗; M,12(1 + α)); M,12(1 − α)) ≡ N̂s .

�
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C.2 Equilibrium with Weak Special Interest Group
This appendix characterizes an equilibrium if ρ ≤ m/n.

Suppose ρ ≤ m/n. Then, the following is always a perfect Bayesian equilib-
rium if M ≥ M: σ∗t (wt ; θ) = wt , ν∗h(1) = ν

∗
j (0) = 1, ν∗h(0) = ν

∗
j (1) = 0, κ̂∗j (0) = 0

and

κ̂∗h(0) =
(1 − 1

2 (1 + α))κ
1 − α(λ + κ − λκ) − 1

2 (1 − α)
< κ < κ̂∗h(1) =

1
2 (1 + α)κ

1
2 (1 − α) + α(κ + λ(1 − κ))

< κ̂∗j (1) < 1.

Proof. Suppose σ∗t (wt ; θ) = wt in an equilibrium. Then, this strategy implies
expected second period utility is

EUh
2 = κ̂

h + (1 − κ̂h)λ

and
EU j

2 = (1 − κ̂
j)(1 − λ)ρ

and the following beliefs for the voters:

κ̂∗j (0) = 0

κ̂∗h(0) =
(1 − 1

2 (1 + α))κ
1 − α(λ + κ − λκ) − 1

2 (1 − α)
< κ

κ̂∗h(1) =
1
2 (1 + α)κ

1
2 (1 − α) + α(κ + λ(1 − κ))

> κ

κ̂∗j (1) =
κ

κ + λ(1 − κ)
> κ.

This implies the following voting rules for voters: ν∗h(1) = ν∗j (0) = 1, ν∗h(0) =
ν∗j (1) = 0.

As ρ ≤ m/n, the majority policy maximizes social welfare and absent reelection
concerns politicians will prefer to implement x2 = w2. Then, for this to be an
equilibrium, both competent and incompetent incumbents must prefer x1 = w1 to
x1 = 1 − w1 in the first period. This requires

m − ρn
τ + (1 − κ)(1 − λ)(m − ρn)

≥ F1(N∗; M, (1 + α)/2) − F0(N∗ − Ns; M, (1 − α)/2)

or

M ≥
N − 1

2
+F−1

0

(
F1(N∗; M, (1 + α)/2) −

(m − ρn)
τ + (1 − κ)(1 − λ)(m − ρn)

; M, (1 − α)/2
)
≡ M



123

for a competent incumbent and

m − ρn
τ − κ(1 − λ)(m − ρn)

≥ F1(N∗; M, (1 + α)/2) − F0(N∗ − Ns; M, (1 − α)/2)

for an incompetent incumbent. Observe if the incentive constraint is satisfied
for the competent politician, it implies the incentive constraint is satisfied for the
incompetent politician. �
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C.3 Existence of Special Interest Discipline Equilibrium with Policy Observ-
ability

This appendix proves the special interest discipline equilibrium continues to exist
even if majority voters also observe policy x1 in addition to the noisy signal of utility
s1.

Suppose ρ > m/n. There exists a perfect Bayesian equilibrium in which σ∗t (wt) =

1 − wt .

Proof. Suppose σ∗t (wt) = 1 − wt in an equilibrium. Then, this strategy implies
the following beliefs for the voters, κ̂i(s1, x1):

κ̂∗j (0, x1) = 0

κ̂∗h(0,0) =
(1 − 1

2 (1 − α))κ
1 − 1

2 (1 − α) − α(1 − κ)(1 − πλ)
> κ

κ̂∗h(0,1) =
(1 − 1

2 (1 − α))κ
1 − 1

2 (1 − α) − α(1 − κ)(1 − (1 − π)λ)
> κ

κ̂∗h(1,0) =
1
2 (1 − α)κ

1
2 (1 − α) + α(1 − κ)(1 − π)(1 − λ)

< κ

κ̂∗h(1,1) =
1
2 (1 − α)κ

1
2 (1 − α) + α(1 − κ)π(1 − λ)

< κ

κ̂∗j (1, x1) =
κ

κ + λ(1 − κ)
> κ.

This implies ν∗h(1, x1) = 1, ν∗h(0, x1) = 0, ν∗j (1, x1) = 0, and ν∗j (0, x1) = 1.

Then, for this to be an equilibrium, both competent and incompetent incumbents
must prefer x1 = 1 − w1 to x1 = w1 in the first period. This requires

∆(1,0) ≤
ρn − m

τ + (1 − κ)(1 − λ)(ρn − m)

for a competent incumbent and either

∆(1,0) ≥
ρn − m

τ − κ(1 − λ)(ρn − m)
if τ < κ(1 − λ)(ρn − m)

∆(1,0) ≤
ρn − m

τ − κ(1 − λ)(ρn − m)
if τ > κ(1 − λ)(ρn − m).

for an incompetent incumbent. Observe that this reduces to the same conditions
from Proposition 3.1. �


