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The Polarization Effect of Monopsonistic Lobbying

Peter Shum

• Lobbying is modeled as a monopsonistic market for legislative support.

• Monopsony power creates a rent gradient that rewards differentiation.

• Equilibrium platforms diverge to (1/4, 3/4) for any monotone cost.

• Non-electoral incentives alone overturn the median voter prediction.
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Abstract

Classical spatial models predict platform convergence, yet empirical polar-
ization persists. This paper proposes a non-electoral mechanism: lobbying
as a monopsonistic market for legislative support. Here, extreme benefac-
tors must pay more to attract distant politicians, creating a rent gradient
that rewards platform differentiation. We find that the unique equilibrium
places politicians at (1

4
, 3
4
) for any monotone policy-production cost. Thus,

polarization can arise solely from lobbying-market structure, independent of
electoral incentives.
Keywords:
Polarization, Lobbying, Monopsony, Spatial competition, Political economy

1. Introduction

Classic spatial models à la Hotelling (1929) and Downs (1957) predict
platform convergence to the median voter. Yet modern democracies exhibit
persistent and intensifying polarization (Yang et al., 2020). Much of the ex-
isting literature has sought to explain these patterns through electoral mech-
anisms such as primary competition, ideological shocks, strategic extremism,
or valence asymmetries (Glaeser et al., 2005; Matakos et al., 2016; Kishishita
and Yamagishi, 2022).

This electoral focus ignores a well-documented empirical reality: politi-
cians devote the vast majority of their working hours to non-electoral ac-
tivities. Time-use studies show that fundraising, legislative research, and
interest-group engagement dominate the legislative calendar (Fouirnaies and
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Hall, 2018; Hall and Wayman, 1990; Hall and Deardorff, 2006). Re-election
rates remain exceptionally high (Gelman and King, 1990; Lee, 2008; Fowler
and Hall, 2014), suggesting that holding office is a long-term career rather
than a repeated contest. Politicians thus face incentives that extend well
beyond the immediate demands of the ballot box.

Lobbying drives this non-electoral activity. Rather than simple vote-
buying, lobbying functions as a “legislative subsidy”: providing the effort
and expertise that reduce legislators’ costs of engaging with policy (Hall
and Deardorff, 2006). This aligns with evidence on the informational role
of interest groups across sectors (e.g., Kang, 2016; Bertrand et al., 2020).
We model this environment as a political labor market: benefactors demand
legislative effort, and politicians supply it subject to differentiated policy-
production costs.

Empirical work directly links these incentives to polarization. Notably,
Garlick (2022) demonstrates that lobbying investments causally increase leg-
islative party division. This establishes the need for a mechanism connecting
the market for political support to spatial divergence.

We focus on the demand for legislative effort. Some lobbying activities
are highly concentrated; specific issues attract dense organized interest-group
activity (Baumgartner et al., 2009; Drutman, 2015). These interests possess
substantial market power relative to individual legislators. Furthermore, be-
cause the information provided functions as a non-excludable input, uniform
compensation emerges as a natural outcome. d’Aspremont et al. (1979) fa-
mously established that monopoly power drives differentiation on the seller
side. We examine the analogous effect of monopsony power on the buyer
side, modeling the benefactor as a wage-setter for political support.

This note develops a simple-yet-general model showing how monopson-
istic lobbying can generate spatial polarization even when voters are un-
polarized. Two politicians compete for a uniform wage offered by a single
benefactor, who must pay the minimum amount required to attract both to
support her preferred policy. Because this wage is pinned down by the more
distant politician, extreme benefactors pay more, creating a rent gradient
that rewards platform differentiation. The resulting equilibrium places the
two politicians at (1

4
, 3
4
), demonstrating that the structure of the lobbying

market alone can overturn the median-voter prediction.
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Figure 1: Illustration of the model setup with x1 ̸= x2 and c(|xi − b|) = |xi − b|. The
cost and payoff of a politician with a platform x1 is in blue. The cost of a politician with
a platform x2 is in orange. The wage benefactors pay is in green, which is the V-shaped
upper envelope of the costs.

2. Model

The ideology space is a continuum [0, 1]. Two ex-ante identical politicians
choose platforms x1, x2 ∈ [0, 1]. A continuum of benefactors are uniformly
distributed on this space. For each benefactor with ideology b, they aim
to gather support from both politicians for a policy at b. Politician with an
established platform xi incurs a utility cost of c(|xi−b|) to support the policy.
The cost c(·) is strictly increasing in the distance |xi−b|. This cost represents
any political, informational, or reputational burden associated with backing
a policy away from one’s established platform xi.

A benefactor at b offers lobbying investment, in which professional lob-
byists convert into publicly provided service utility to the politicians. The
benefactor must supply the minimum investment to induce both politicians
to support the policy. Hence the induced service utility, effectively a uniform
wage, is

w(b; x1, x2) = max{c(|x1 − b|), c(|x2 − b|)} (1)

An illustration of the cost and wage functions can be found in Figure 1.
The V-shaped wage upper envelope defines the core mechanism: centralist

benefactors, being relatively close to both politicians, face low service costs,
whereas extreme benefactors must pay a premium to attract the distant
politician. In short, extremists pay more.
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A politician at platform xi obtains interim utility

ui(b; x1, x2) = w(b; x1, x2)− c(|xi − b|), (2)

which is nonnegative by construction since the benefactor chooses the wage
to induce support from both politicians. Given the uniform distribution of
benefactors on [0, 1], her interim expected utility is

Ui(xi, xj) =

∫ 1

0

ui(b; x1, x2) db. (3)

3. Results

3.1. Benchmark
To isolate the role of benefactors’ monopsony power in controlling wages,

consider a benchmark in which benefactors cannot adjust their lobbying
investment to politicians’ locations. In this scenario, politicians’ policy-
production costs are covered through alternative channels (such as publicly
funded staffs), so the effective compensation takes the form of a competitive
wage schedule wc that must be high enough to cover the highest possible
costs across all (x1, x2, b) tuples.

Since the competitive wage does not vary with platform choices, politi-
cians face no strategic trade-off: their only consideration is to minimize their
own policy-production cost. By the monotonicity of c, this cost is minimized
at the center, so their best responses satisfy

xc
1 = xc

2 =
1
2
.

Thus the competitive benchmark features full convergence at the median,
echoing the classical Hotelling prediction. This highlights that polarization
cannot arise without the benefactor’s ability to reduce wages when politicians
move inward.

3.2. Payoff Intuition
Under monopsony, the benefactor at b offers the minimum wage needed

to induce both politicians to support the proposal. As illustrated in Figure 1,
this wage is determined by whichever politician is farther from b. For the left
politician at x1, benefactors on the right never generate positive utility: for
such b, the wage equals her own cost c(x1, b), leaving zero surplus. Positive
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utility arises only from nearby benefactors on the left, where the wage must
be raised to compensate the right politician’s larger cost. The situation is
symmetric for the right politician.

Hence each politician earns rents only from the side near her own plat-
form. While moving inward would reduce a politician’s own policy-production
cost and, holding wages fixed, increase her interim utility, benefactors’ monop-
sony power allows the distant benefactor to cut wages whenever this politician
becomes cheaper to attract. In particular, under full centralization, benefac-
tors can drive wages down to the point where politicians earn no rents. Thus
full convergence to the center is not attractive: sustaining positive rents re-
quires some degree of platform separation.

3.3. Equilibrium
We look for a pure-strategy perfect Bayesian equilibrium, interpreted as

a profile (x1, x2) in which each politician’s platform is a best response to the
other. The benefactor’s wage schedule is given by w(b;x1, x2) = max{c(|x1−
b|), c(|x2 − b|)}, and each politician chooses her platform to maximize her
expected interim payoff before lobbies.

Theorem 1. With strictly increasing policy-production costs c(|xi − b|), the
unique pure-strategy PBE (up to relabeling of players) is given by

x∗
1 =

1
4
, x∗

2 =
3
4
.

The proof is provided in Appendix A. The equilibrium reflects the rent-
extraction logic described above: each politician positions herself to preserve
a neighborhood of benefactors who must offer a high wage to attract the
distant opponent.

While the quarters profile (1/4, 3/4) is not maximal polarization, it yields
substantial separation and aligns with the empirical patterns documented
by Yang et al. (2020), despite arising from a mechanism distinct from the
theoretical account in their model.

The robustness of the quarters equilibrium is notable when compared
with classical spatial models such as d’Aspremont et al. (1979), where the
curvature of transportation costs is central to the equilibrium outcome. In
the present model, by contrast, a politician has little influence over the wage
in the neighborhood where she earns rents, since that wage is determined
entirely by the distant opponent’s cost. Her marginal incentives to adjust
her platform can therefore be viewed in terms of the arc length of her own
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cost curve below the opponent’s cost on each side. The best response is
the point at which these arc lengths balance, a condition that depends only
on the relative positions of x1 and x2 rather than on the curvature of c(·).
Hence the equilibrium platforms remain (1

4
, 3
4
) for all strictly increasing cost

functions.

4. Discussion

Our baseline model suggests several natural extensions. Allowing politi-
cians to coordinate, or introducing more than two politicians with non-
unanimity requirements, would alter the monopsonist’s leverage and could
change the extent of induced polarization. We leave such questions for future
work.

Appendix A. Proof of Theorem 1.

Proof. Fix xj ∈ [0, 1]. Politician i chooses xi to maximize

Ui(xi, xj) =

∫ 1

0

[w(b; xi, xj)− c(|xi − b|)] db,

where w(b) = max{c(|xi − b|), c(|xj − b|)}.
We compute the surplus regions. If xi ≤ xj, politician i earns surplus

only for b ≤ (xi + xj)/2, where the wage is w(b) = c(xj − b). Thus,

Ui(xi, xj) =

∫ (xi+xj)/2

0

[c(xj − b)− c(|xi − b|)] db.

Similarly, if xi ≥ xj, the surplus comes only from b ≥ (xi + xj)/2, where the
wage is c(b− xj).

Next, we compute the interior maximizers within the two surplus regions.
Case A: xi ≤ xj. Split the integral at b = xi to eliminate the absolute

value, apply the Leibniz rule, and use symmetry of c:

∂Ui

∂xi

= c

(
xj − xi

2

)
− c(xi).

The first-order condition along with the monotonicity of c therefore yields
the unique interior maximizer

x†
i =

xj

3
.
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Case B: xi ≥ xj. A symmetric argument gives

∂Ui

∂xi

= c(1− xi)− c

(
xi − xj

2

)
,

whose unique interior solution is

x‡
i =

2 + xj

3
.

Thus, the only candidates for best responses are x†
i and x‡

i . Next, we
compare the candidates and find the best response to xj. Define for t ∈
[0, 1/3] the function

F (t) :=

∫ 3t

t

c(b) db− 2

∫ t

0

c(b) db.

A direct substitution shows

Ui(x
†
i , xj) = F

(xj

3

)
, Ui(x

‡
i , xj) = F

(
1− xj

3

)
.

Differentiating,
F ′(t) = 3c(3t)− c(t) > 0

by strict monotonicity of c, so F is strictly increasing.
Therefore:

Ui(x
†
i , xj) ≥ Ui(x

‡
i , xj) ⇐⇒ xj

3
≥ 1− xj

3
⇐⇒ xj ≥

1

2
.

Hence the best-response correspondence is

BRi(xj) =


{xj

3
}, if xj >

1
2
,

{2+xj

3
}, if xj <

1
2
,

{xj

3
,

2+xj

3
}, if xj =

1
2
.

A pure-strategy equilibrium requires xi ∈ BRi(xj) for both players. Because
one politician must lie below 1/2 and the other above 1/2, their best responses
satisfy

x1 =
x2

3
, x2 =

2 + x1

3
.

Solving yields
(x∗

1, x
∗
2) =

(
1
4
, 3
4

)
.

This is the unique equilibrium up to relabeling of politicians.
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