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Abstract

This paper proposes the first game theoretical model of technocratic govern-
ments, i.e. cases where a non political technocrat is put in charge by political
parties. Based on the literature on post-electoral politics and agenda setting, we
show conditions for the existence of a technocratic government equilibrium, where
both parties agree to delegate the agenda setting power to technocrats, committed
to maximize social welfare. Such an equilibrium exists only if the technocrats have a
superior competence with respect to the majority party/coalition, or if the country
is in a sufficiently important economic crisis. Furthermore, it is more likely to exist
in countries with unstable parliament (i.e. one where the governing coalition is not
always able to impose its will) and where parties care about the common value di-
mension, vis-a-vis the ideological one. Finally, we show that polarization increases
the set of parameters where the technocratic government equilibrium exists, when
parliament is unstable.

Keywords: Technocratic government, bargaining, economic crises, polarization
JEL Classification: C78 D72 D73 D78

*Declarations of interest: none. Funding from Universita Cattolica del Sacro Cuore under the D1
research project on “Informazione, delega politica e populismo” is gratefully aknowledged.

tProfessor of Economics, Department of International Economics, Institutions and Development (DI-
SEIS), Faculty of Political and Social Sciences, Universita Cattolica del Sacro Cuore, Largo Gemelli, 1 -
20123 Milan (Ttaly).

fCorresponding author. Research Fellow, Department of International Economics, Institutions and
Development (DISEIS), Faculty of Political and Social Sciences, Universita Cattolica del Sacro Cuore,
Largo Gemelli, 1 - 20123 Milan (Italy); email: federico.trombetta@unicatt.it.



1 Introduction

There is a common factor in the politics of post-2008 economic crisis in several Euro-
pean countries (Italy, Greece, Czech Republic and Hungary): the presence of technocratic
governments. In all those countries the executive power has been controlled, for a certain
amount of time, by non-elected officials, who were not belonging to any political party.
In most cases almost all the most important political parties were supporting those gov-
ernments, despite not being in control of the head of the cabinet and — in Italy, Hungary
and the Czech Republic — not being able to directly appoint any of the ministers. Such
arrangements were justified by the need to implement painful structural reforms in order
to overcome the crisis.

But what precisely is a technocratic government? Following McDonnell and Valbruzzi

(2014), a technocratic-led government (TG) is a form of government where:

1. the leader is a technocrat;

2. the government is not a care-taker government, i.e. it is able to change the status

quo;

3. policies are not decided within parties and all major decisions are not made by

elected party officials.

McDonnell and Valbruzzi (2014) finds 13 cases in the EU 27 which fit into this definition.
Extending the analysis, Brunclik and Parizek (2019) finds 53 of technocratic governments
in 36 European countries in the period 1989-2015. Hence, despite being an “exceptional”
phenomenon, they are not completely unusual and, more importantly, they can be very
consequential, being in charge of important political and economic reforms.

In this paper we consider as technocratic, irrespective of the share of non-partisan
ministers, all governments led by a technocrat that takes “technocratically shaped” de-
cisions. From an economic point of view, it is interesting to note the conditions that led
to a technocratic government and the policy they implemented. Specifically, if we take 4
recent examples (Bajnai, 2009-2010, in Hungary, Fischer, 2009-2010, in the Czech Repub-

lic, Papademos, 2011-2012, in Greece, and Monti, 2011-2013, in Italy), they all appeared
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when their countries were facing bad economic conditions, and they all adopted some
sort of “anti-crisis” measure, generally painful in the short run but supposed to improve
the situation in the long term. Deficit cuts characterised also the action of Berov (1992-
1994, in Bulgaria) and Dini (1995-1996, in Italy), while also Ciampi (1993-1994, in Italy)
was called in times of great political and economic troubles. McDonnell and Valbruzzi
(2014) finds two conditions related with the occurrence of technocratic governments: the
important role of the head of the state and a party system that can be “either crumbling
(such as Italy and Greece) or has not been fully rooted”. On top of this, two recent
contributions in political science, Brunclik and Parizek (2019) and Wratil and Pastorella
(2018), stress the role of economic crises.

Despite their importance, TGs are a relatively understudied topic in political science,
and - as far as we know - completely absent in the economic literature. In this paper,
we provide the first formal model of TG formation, based on the idea that parties must
agree to give up power in order to have a TG in place. As pointed out informally by
Wratil and Pastorella (2018), this is a bit of a puzzle. Why should parties be willing to
give up power, whose pursuit is their primary interest? In a technocracy, the “ordinary”
way of working of a representative democracy, where political decisions are taken by
accountable politicians while technocrats support them on specific, technical issues (i.e.
monetary policy, see for example Alesina and Tabellini (2007)), is somewhat suspended.
While the parliament is still in charge, the executive power (and its implied agenda setting
power) is granted to selected technocrats who — generally — are not accountable from an
electoral point of view (Pastorella, 2016). But at the same time parliaments typically
retain their ability to replace the executive.

Overall, we can summarize the main stylized facts on TGs as follows:
1. Technocrats seen as “competent” and not politically motivated;

2. Parties give up agenda setting power, but T'Gs have no direct parliamentary repre-

sentation;

3. Usually supported by (almost) the entire parliament;



4. Often, associated with (political or economic) crises and unstable parliaments;
5. Relatively rare;

As far as we know, this paper provides the first model of technocratic government
by using standard tools of political economic analysis and game theory. We study under
what conditions political parties support a technocratic government that is going to
implement “national interest” policies that maximize social welfare through a common
value dimension, and give up their own partisan policies. In our model, based on the
literature on post-election bargaining, parties play a divide the pie game, choosing the
allocation between the two dimensions (common value and ideological). They can either
choose the policy alone, with the majority party able to use its agenda setting power, or
they can give up power to technocrats, that are not politically motivated. This, however,
requires a unanimous decision. Importantly, the outcome of a parliamentary vote is
stochastic, in a way that depends on the relative strength of the players. We study under
what conditions parties are willing to give up power and call the technocrats.

Our model is able to capture the stylised facts pretty well. We find that a necessary
condition for a TG is a high “superior competence” (or superior ability to deal with a
crisis) of the technocrats. Note that, in our setting, technocrats are credibly committed
to choose the socially optimal policy. In a contest of political competition, this is not
enough to have them called into power: the socially optimal allocation is not chosen,
unless the current economic situation is sufficiently bad so that a TG is substantially
superior. Furthermore, the TG forms only when both parties agree and it is more likely
to happen the deeper is the economic crisis and the most unstable is the parliament.
Third, we show that calling the technocrats is never the unique equilibrium of the game,
hence justifying its relative rarity in real life.

On top of that, our model provides additional insights on the formation of TGs. First,
governing parties are more willing to shift from a “standard political game” to a “tech-
nocracy game” as long as the common value dimension becomes more valuable: if a deep
economic crisis increases its value, e.g. because it represents more future-oriented policies,

then it also increases the likelihood of a technocratic government. However, this is not



the case for opposition parties: if their weight on the common value dimension increases,
they are “cheaper” to be bought off by governments, hence making the government less
likely to accept a transfer of power to the technocrats. Furthermore, our analysis shows
that technocratic governments are more likely to exist when the parliamentary strength of
political parties is quite similar, hence the parliament is unstable. Third, and somewhat
counterintuitively, TGs are more likely to be an equilibrium outcome when the ideological
distance between parties is large, because this makes an agreement with the opposition
costlier for the government. But, on the other hand, TGs are more likely to happen the
higher is the weight of the common value dimension, vis-a-vis the partisan one (at least
for the governing party). This highlights the need to distinguish between two seemingly
related measures: the intensity of the ideological dimension and the distance between the
two ideologies. They have opposite implications in terms of TG formation: the inten-
sity of the ideological dimension reduces the chances of a TG, overall, while the distance

between the two ideologies makes a TG more likely.

Related literature The definition and the determinants of TGs have been studied by
few scholars in political science. Most notably, McDonnell and Valbruzzi (2014) provides a
taxonomy of T'Gs in Europe, while Brunclik and Parizek (2019) and Wratil and Pastorella
(2018) study empirically the determinants of their formation, using a similar dataset of
European countries. They find a correlaton between TGs and political scandal and
economic crises (Wratil and Pastorella, 2018) and between TGs and distrust, dismissal of
previous government and poor economic performance (Brunclik and Parizek, 2019). On
a more theoretical side, Alexiadou (2018) provides an overview of definitions and policy
implications of TGs, while Pastorella (2016) discusses their democratic credentials. None
of those contributions provide a formal model of TG formation.

The main contribution of our paper is to provide a simple, tractable model of tech-
nocratic governments, that can be used as a “workhorse” for more complex questions.
As such, we contribute to the large literature on post-election politics, bargaining and
coalition building (see for example Baron and Ferejohn, 1989; Baron and Diermeier, 2001;

Battaglini, 2021; Austen-Smith and Banks, 1988; Laver and Shepsle, 1996; Merlo, 1997,
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Banks and Duggan, 2006). We keep the model of coalition formation black-boxed and
we simplify a lot the policymaking, but we add the possibility of technocrats as a social
welfare maximizing “outside option” for parties, studying under what conditions it is
chosen in a multidimensional context.

Our idea of parliamentary battles can be related with obstruction techniques studied
by Patty (2016), while the role of proposal power in multilateral bargaining is studied in
Yildirim (2007), Romer and Rosenthal (1978) and Romer and Rosenthal (1979).

Finally, we contribute to the literature on political versus bureaucratic delegation
(Alesina and Tabellini, 2007; Besley and Coate, 2003; Alesina and Tabellini, 2008; Maskin
and Tirole, 2004) studying what happens when bureaucrats/technocrats replace politi-

cians in power.

2 The model

2.1 Players and actions

The game has three players: the government, G, the opposition, O (henceforth,
“politicians”, with generic lable P € {G,0}) and the technocrats, T. Both the gov-
ernment and the opposition can be individual parties or coalition, assumed to act as a
unitary decision maker but possibly without full control of their parliamentary delega-
tions. They represent a particular electoral constituency or ideological position and they
have control of a fraction mp of the parliament, with mg > % > mo. Whoever is in
charge of the agenda setting power proposes how to divide a pie of dimension 1 between
pork barrel spending (the ideological dimension) and the production of a public good
beneficial for the whole country (the common value dimension). By default, the agenda
setting power is given to the government (if the technocrats do not participate to the
game). We define x with elements zg, xo € [0, 1] the share of the pie the agenda-setter
proposes to allocate to G and O constituencies, while the rest remains to the public good.

The opposition then decides whether to accept or reject the proposal. If accepted, the

proposal is implemented. If rejected, there is disagreement and hence a “parliamentary



battle”, whose outcome is a function of the relative parliamentary strength but it can be
stochastic (more below).

Technocrats are assumed to care about the general good of the country. They do not
have a constituency and as a consequence, when in charge of the agenda, they always
propose zg = o = 0. They do not have any parliamentary strength. In normal times
they are not in charge of the agenda and they do not intervene in the decision making
process. However, it is possible that both G and O decide to delegate the agenda setting

power to T

2.2 Parliamentary battle

One important innovation of this model is the stochastic process driving the way
disagreement is solved in parliament. In particular, we assume that the probability
the government wins the vote is w(mg/mo) € (0.5,1]. This captures the idea that
the government is more likely to win the parliamentary battle, but there are stochastic
elements that may shift the outcome in favour of the opposition. We black box those
elements (e.g. division within the governing coalitions, MPs voting in a way that does
not coincide with their party’s indications and so on). w is a function of the relative
parliamentary strength: when the numbers are closer, it may be more difficult for the
government to control Parliament. The opposition wins the vote with complementary
probability. In that case, the project is stopped and the pie disappears. Hence, the

payoff is 0 for everyone.

2.3 Payoffs
2.3.1 Parties

We assume parties derive utility from the allocation of the pie. Formally,

Up(x)=p(1 -2 —20)+ (1 —B)(xp —az_p) (1)



where [ < % represents the importance of the public good. « > 0 is our proxy for the
degree of polarisation in society, i.e. how damaging it is, for party P, to see the pie

allocated to the other party —P.

2.3.2 Technocrats

First we assume that, if T are called, they are of competence ¢ > 1, meaning that
the size of the pie becomes c. Note that ¢ can be interpreted both as competence of the
technocrats once in power or (in its opposite) as the depth of a crisis faced by a country.
In this latter case, a pie equal to ¢ would be the economic outcomes during “normal
times”, while a pie of 1 represents the output in “crisis time”. Hence, % is the depth or
importance of a crisis.

Technocrats do not have a political constituency they respond to, hence they do not
have preferences on the ideological dimension. We assume that they choose the policy

that maximizes a social welfare function given by the sum of Ug and Up. In other words,

the objective function of the technocrats is

Ur(zc, z0) = c[Ua + Uo] = ¢[28(1 — xg — x0) + (1 — a)(1 = B)(z¢ + x0)]  (2)

Using equation (2), it is straightforward to note that, as long as 5 > ;}:—g, the socially
optimal policy is g = xp = 0. In order to focus on this interesting case, we assume the

following throughout the paper:

Assumption 1 3 > =2

33—«

Note that assumption 1 is fully compatible with g < %, even for « = 0. Furthermore,
its violation means that the socially optimal policy allocates the pie to the ideological
dimensions, leaving out the common value one, and we do not see that case as particularly

interesting.

2.4 Timing and solution concept

The timing is as follows:



1. Both parties decide whether to call the technocrats or not. Define this decision

dp € {T,0};

2. If both agree to call the technocrats, they delegate the agenda setting power. Oth-

erwise, parties simultaneously propose a division of the pie;

3. Parties vote on the proposed division. If there is no agreement, the outcome is

determined probabilistically according to w;

4. Payoffs are paid and the game ends.

The solution concept we use is subgame perfect Nash equilibrium.

3 Analysis

We solve the game by backward induction.

3.1 No technocrats

First, suppose that the technocrats have not been called into power. In this case, the

unique SPNE is as follows:

Lemma 1 For any x, O accepts the proposal iff 5(1 —zc—x0)+ (1 —f)(xo —azxg) > 0.
There exists a level of victory probability w such that for w < w G offers r¢ = = >
0,20 = 0 and it is accepted in equilibrium; for w > w G offers v = 1,xo = 0 and there

1s a parliamentary fight.

Intuitively, G can try to reach an agreement with O. The best one that can be achieved
isxo=0,126=7= m(f;—ﬁ)a This guarantees G a payoff of f+ (1 —23)z. Alternatively,
G can go for a fight (and in that case he would try to get as much as possible out of it).

In this case, his expected payoff is w(1 — ). The comparison between the two pins down

B(a+1)

W= 50 P



3.2 Technocratic choice

In the first stage of the game, O and G choose whether to call the technocrats. Note
that the opposition is always in favour, as T guarantees a strictly positive payoff, while his
payoff in the other subgame is weakly below zero. In order to convince G, it is necessary
for the technocrats to be sufficiently competent, i.e. to increase the size of the pie (a TG
guarantees a payoff of ¢/ for both parties). Otherwise, there is no point in giving up the

agenda setting power, and the bargaining power that it brings.

Proposition 1 There exists a threshold ¢ > 1 such that an equilibrium where dg = dp =

T exists iff ¢ > ¢.

Obviously, ¢ depends on the equilibrium in the other subgame. Hence, ¢ = @ if

(L-B)(at1) _
m lf w < w.

w > wand ¢ =
Note, however, that dg = do = T is never the unique equilibrium: both parties
choosing not to call the technocrats is always (trivially) a NE of this game, as a TG

government requires a supermajority. Hence, technocrats may not be called even when

it would be efficient to do so.
Corollary 1 There always exists a SPNE where dg = do = 0.

Obviously, when the TG equilibrium exists, it dominates the equilibrum of corollary 1,
but it is interesting to point out that, even when a TG equilibirum exists, it is never

unique.

3.3 Comparative statics

Proposition 2 ¢ is nonincreasing in o and B and nondecreasing in w.

The effect of « is perhaps counterintuitive, given that a technocratic government
requires both parties to agree. However, note that this agreement is a very particular
one, because it implies giving control of the agenda setting power to someone else. In
fact, an increase in polarization makes an agreement between parties and without the

technocrats more difficult: & decreases, meaning that G has to make bigger concessions



in order to appease O and avoid conflicts. This, however, reduces the payoff of G (in case
of no conflict), making him willing to accept the technocrats for a lower “competence
premium”. The effect of w is more direct: if the government is in control of parliament,
the competence premium required to give up on the agenda setting power must be very
high. Note, however, that this matters only when w > w. For small w, marginal changes
in government strength do not affect the outcome, as an agreement is found without a
parliamentary fight. Finally, a large 8 increases the desirability of a TG vis-d-vis a fight,
hence reducing ¢ when w > w. This is also true when w < w, overall. However, note that
in this case an increase in 3 also makes the agreement with O cheaper for G, as it can
be found through the common interest dimension. This second effect is dominated, but
it suggests the opportunity to analyze the case of heterogeneous weights on the common

value dimension, as we do in section 4.

3.4 Discussion

The results presented so far do pretty well in matching the stylised facts on tech-
nocratic governments presented in the introduction. First, they need to be sufficiently
competent in order to be called into power. Second, they do not need to control directly
a fraction of parliament. Third, they need broad support in order to be in power, and
this is more likely to happen when the parliament is more unstable or the economic con-
ditions are bad. Finally, they are rare. In fact, they are never the unique equilibrium of
the game. On top of this, the paper suggests that highly polarized political environments
are actually more inclined to accept a technocratic government, especially when the gov-
ernment does not exert a strong control over parliament. More broadly, it suggests the
importance of distinguishing between the weight of the ideological dimension (vis-a-vis
the common value one) and the distance between parties’ preferences along the ideolog-
ical dimension: they have opposite effects on the likelihood of a TG. Second, we stress
the fact that having the option to implement the socially optimal policy is not enough
to obtain it in equilibrium. TGs require a sufficiently big “competence premium”, or a

sufficiently credible ability to solve a crisis.
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4 Extension: Heterogeneous weights on the common
value dimension

In this extension we consider the possibility of different S between the government

and the opposition. More formally, assume now Sg # (o, but both are strictly be-

low % Furthermore, we adapt assumption 1 to this extension assuming the following:

min[6G7 BO] Z %

Proposition 3 If 5o # (o, there is a unique SPNE in the game without technocrats. It

18 either o =0, xg =T = and no fight if w < wx or xo =0, z¢ = 1 and

Bo
Bo+(1-Bo)a

. - = _ Bo(1=28c)+Bc(1-Bo)a
fight otherwise. wx is now defined as Wy = GoT(=Fo)a)1=Fa) "

The basic structure of this equilibrium is the same as before. However, now different
B play a different role. A direct consequence is on the threshold in ¢ that allows for a TG

equilibrium.

Corollary 2 A technocratic government equilibrium exists iff ¢ > ¢, where ¢ = w(l—Bc)

Bo_(1-26c)

if w2y and & = 1+ G257 on—50

if w < W .

Corollary 2 highlights the role of different 3 in allowing for a TG equilibrium. When the
game without technocrats ends up in a parliamentary fight (i.e. when w is sufficiently
big), then only Sg matters, as the opposition is ignored and can only hope to stop the
proposed policy. When parliament is unstable, instead, 5o matters as well, because it
determines the outcome of the negotiated final policy, to be compared with the possibility
of having technocrats.

The comparative statics is similar as before, with few new insights.
Corollary 3 ¢, is decreasing in Bg and nondecreasing in Bo.

The first part is clear: the more publicly motivated the government is, the more he is
willing to accept efficient technocrats, whose policy put full weight on the common value
dimension. However, a very publicly motivated opposition implies that it is easier, for

the government, to appease it (i.e. & can be higher), hence the usefulness of technocrats
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decreases. Moreover, it is now clearer the different role of § in affecting ¢ when w is

small. In particular, note that in this case

1-2 1-2
BGj::1+_ Ba Bo

Bo Bc Bot (1—PBo)a )

57&:1—1-

As « increases, T decreases and hence ¢ decreases, making a TG more likely. However,

0%z
9adB0

this effect is stronger the smaller is o (i.e. < 0), as a small o means that the
opposition cares a lot about the partisan dimension, hence an increase in polarization has
a stronger effect on how much must be given away to maintain the indifference condition.

Similarly, the effect is stronger the smaller is Bg: a large g reduces the weight of Z in

the calculation, hence the effet of an increase in o that reduces z is less important.

5 Conclusion

This paper provides the first formal model of technocratic government, highlighting
conditions under which technocrats may be called in action. Consistently with the em-
pirical literature, we find that bad economic conditions are unambiguously necessary.
Furthermore, we show that polarization can have a role in helping TG formation when
parliaments are sufficiently unstable, and that stable parliaments reduce the chances of
TG formation.

We see this model as the first step in a larger research agenda, whose aim is to shred
some light on TGs, their policies and their occurrence. On this respect, several further
lines of research can be based on this article. First, it would be interesting to study how
different institutional arrangements, such as electoral rules or balance of power between
executive and legislative roles, make T'Gs more or less likely. Second, the behaviour of
technocrats can be further endogenized as well. They may not always been motivated to
choose the socially optimal policies; they may be subject to capture by special interest
groups. Third, there is an informational loss implied by TGs that should be carefully
studied: the suspension of “ordinary” parliamentary politics implies that voters loose

some opportunities to learn about politicians.
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A  Proofs

Proof of Lemma 1. For any given offer z¢, zo, O expects to get w[f(1 — zg — zo) +
(1= 05)(ro — azg)] + (1 —w) % 0 from fighting and S(1 — xzg — z0) + (1 — B)(zo — azg)

from accepting the proposal. Hence, she will accept any proposal such that

B(l—zg—2z0)+ (1 —05)(xo —azg) >0

p+ (1= P B

1_25 130—1_26,0 (Al)

Ty = Mmax

14



and will fight otherwise. Anticipating this, G' can either accommodate the opposition,
choosing the platform that maximizes his welfare subject to acceptance, or he can choose

to fight. The platform that maximizes G’s utility subject to acceptance is the solution of

Maty, .01 — 2 —xo) + (1 — B) (e — azo) (A.2)
subject to x¢g > mazx B +1(:§)0‘33G -1 _52 55 0] and the non-negativity constraints. As the

objective function is strictly decreasing in xo, we use the constraint with equality. Moving
to the maximization, we note that the indifference curves, for a generic utility level u, of

G, have the generic form

u=P(1—-xc—z0)+ (1 —0)(rg — azo) (A.3)
B 1—-2p n B —u
T B =BT B (1- P

Representing them in the x¢, xp space, it is clear that they have positive slope and the
utility level increases by moving south-east. Furthermore, their slope is lower than the

nonzero part of (A.1). To see this, note that

frA—pa_  1-2
1-28 B+ (1-P)a

(B+ (1= B)a)* > (1-26)*

l—«
>
B 33—«

that is always verified because of assumption 1.
As a consequence, the optimal offer accepted in equilibrium is the one with the highest
possible zg conditional on zo being zero and (A.1) being respected with equality. Hence,

such that ng — B —. Solving, we find zg =

1-28 1-28 =2z

__B8
B+(1-B)a

Alternatively, G can choose to go for a fight and hence offering his best possible
platform in that case, meaning z¢ = 1,xp = 0. As a consequence, G will prefer a fight

when

w(l—p)>p(1l—-2)+ (1 —p)x (A.4)
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where the LHS of (A.4) is the expected payoff for G from a fight when he offers x5 =
1,270 = 0 and the RHS is the expected payoff from the best acceptable offer, i.e. xg =

Z,z0 = 0. Simplifying (A.4), we find that G chooses to fight when

Bla+1)

w> = 1=W

B+ (=P

Proof of Proposition 1. A TG guarantees a payoff of Sc¢ to both parties. Obviously,
C is always willing to accept a TG, as her highest possible payoff without technocrats is
0. G, on the other hand, compares his expected payoff in the two subgames.

If w > w, then there is a fight without technocrats. Hence, G prefers the technocrats

when
Be>w(l - pB)

i.e. when ¢ > %

If w < w G prefers the technocrats when

Be> (1 -1)+ (1= p)z

(1=B)(e+1)

i.e. when ¢ > a—Bla1)

Finally, we need to prove that ¢ is always greater than 1. First, note that

(1= Ala+1)
«—Bla—1) =
(1=08)a+1)> 5+ (1-pa
1528

that always holds as § < % Second, note that

wt- )z 20y

Bla+1) B
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where the first inequality follows from the definition of w and the second one from the
fact that (a+1)(1—8) >+ (1 - Pla,as f< 3. =

_ (-B)at)
= "o Ba_1) When

Proof of Proposition 2. Recall that ¢ = % when w > w and ¢
w < w. Note that of course w is a function of parameters as well, but for this comparative
statics we focus on changes that do not switch sides around w.

Differentiationg with respect to a, we find

9 ((1—5)(04+1)) _(1=B)B+1—=pB)a)—(1-p)*(a+1)
da \ a—fBla—-1) B+ (1—B)a)?

<0

To see the second result, note that the numerator is negative when g + (1 — fa <
(1 — B)(a+ 1), which is always true, as 8 < 3.

Differentiating with respect to w, we find

0 (s1=)

ow\ B
72 (o= Ata) =

Differentiating with respect to 5, we find

0 (w(l-p8)\ -—w
7 (M5 =7 <o

9 ((1—5)(04+1)> _ —lat+Dhla=pla-1))+(@-Dla+ 1)1 -5
98\ a—pBa—1) (@ = pla—1))

<0

To see the second result, note that the numerator is positive when (o — 1)(1 — ) >

a — f(a — 1), which is never true. m

Proof of Proposition 3. For any given offer z¢, o, O expects to get w[fo(l — xg —
o)+ (1—PBo)(zo—axg)]+(1—w)*0 from fighting and So(1—zg—z0)+(1—LFo)(xo—g)
from accepting the proposal. Hence, she will accept any proposal such that

Bo(l —zg —xo) + (1 — Bo)(xo —axg) >0

17



fo+(A—-Fo)a ~ bo
1-280 ¢ 1-280

xo > max (A.5)

and will fight otherwise. Anticipating this, G' can either accommodate the opposition,
choosing the platform that maximizes his welfare subject to acceptance, or he can choose

to fight. The platform that maximizes G’s utility subject to acceptance is the solution of

Mazy, +obc(l — xa —x0) + (1 — ) (ze — axo) (A.6)
subject to x¢g > max [%mg -3 b 2050,0 and the non-negativity constraints. As

the objective function is strictly decreasing in zp, we use the constraint with equality.
Moving to the maximization, we note that the indifference curves, for a generic utility

level u, of G, have the generic form

u = 5@(1 — g — {Eo) + (1 - BG)(IG - Ct:l?o) (A?)
oo 1266 N Ba —u
O Be+(1—Ba)a ¢ Ba+(1-fBe)

Representing them in the xg, zo space, it is clear that they have positive slope and the
utility level increases by moving south-east. Furthermore, their slope is lower than the

nonzero part of (A.5). To see this, note that

5o+(1—50)04> 1 —28q
1-2830 Be + (1 = Ba)a

(Bo + (1 = Bo)a)(Ba + (1 = Bg)a) > (1 —2B0)(1 — 2f¢)

As long as both g > ;,:_3 and fBo > :1))—, as assumed, this condition is satisfied.

—Q
As a consequence, the optimal offer accepted in equilibrium is the one with the highest

possible z¢ conditional on zo being zero and (A.1) being respected with equality. Hence,

Bo+(1—Bo)a Bo  _ : _ Bo — &
such that T 280 %G~ Toahg = 0. Solving, we find zg = BoT i Fo)a = T

Alternatively, G' can choose to go for a fight and hence offering his best possible

platform in that case, meaning z¢ = 1,xp = 0. As a consequence, G will prefer a fight

18



when

w(l—=Be) = fa(l =) + (1 = f)T (A.8)

where the LHS of (A.8) is the expected payoff for G from a fight when he offers z¢ =
1,270 = 0 and the RHS is the expected payoft from the best acceptable offer, i.e. g =

Z,r0 = 0. Simplifying (A.8), we find that G chooses to fight when

w > Po(l —2P¢) + Ba(l — o) _ .
= Bo+(1-Fo))(1—Bs) 7

Proof of Corollary 2. A TG guarantees a payoff of Spc to O and Bgc to G. Obviously,
C is always willing to accept a TG, as her highest possible payoff without technocrats is
0. G, on the other hand, compares his expected payoff in the two subgames.

If w > W, then there is a fight without technocrats. Hence, G prefers the technocrats

when

Bae > w(l — fg)

i.e. when ¢ > wU=fc)
- Ba

If w < wx G prefers the technocrats when

Bac > Ba(1—7) + (1 = Ba)z

) 1-28G ~ _ 1-28¢ Bo
i.e. when ¢ > 1+ Ba =1+ Ba Bo+(1-Bo)a’ u

Proof of Corollary 3.  Recall that ¢ = % when w > wy and ¢ = 1+

1-28¢ Bo
Bc  Bo+(1-PBo)a

when w < wx. Note that of course w, is a function of parameters as
well, but for this comparative statics we focus on changes that do not switch sides around

w. Differentiating with respect to ¢, we find

0 w(l—ﬁg))_—w
%( e ) <"
IR A
35G<1+ e x)— (2;9(:<0



Differentiating with respect to SBo, we find

9 <u(1__BG>)::0

9Bo Ba
0 1—2065_ 0T _ o
950 (” Ba 9’) X %60~ (ot 1—poyar "
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