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capital better off (capital gets 33.3 percent instead of 0 percent), the labor and capital  
representatives will vote to accept proposal P2; the agriculture representative will vote 
against the proposal because agriculture will be worse off (agriculture receives 0 percent 
instead of 50 percent). Hence, proposal P2 will defeat proposal P1 2–1 and become the new 
status quo proposal.

Is P2 a stable division of subsidies? The answer is no. Agriculture, which is not getting any 
share of the subsidies under proposal P2, could propose a 50–50 division of the subsidies 
between itself and capital. This is proposal P3 in Figure 11.9. This proposal would defeat P2 
because agriculture would vote for it (agriculture receives 50 percent instead of 0 percent), 
and capital would also vote for it (capital receives 50 percent instead of 33 percent). Thus, 
proposal P3 would dislodge proposal P2 as the new status quo proposal. Because there is 
always some division of the subsidies that gives the excluded constituency a share of the pot 
while giving one of the other constituencies a bigger share of the pot than it is receiving with 
the status quo proposal, this process of ever-shifting divisions of the subsidy pot can be 
expected to go on forever. This is illustrated in Figure 11.9.

The process of cyclical majorities highlighted in Figure 11.9 exemplifies a famously 
unsettling theorem about politics relating to majority rule in multidimensional settings 

Two-Dimensional Voting with Cyclical MajoritiesFigure  11.9

Note: SQ = original status quo; P1 = proposal that beats SQ; P2 = proposal that beats P1; P3 = proposal that beats 
P2; P4 = proposal that beats P3, and so on.
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