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Research Article

The annual national budget, as the most critical component of macroeconomic 
planning within the framework of five-year development plans, should be 
prepared, approved, and implemented to achieve the objectives of higher-
level documents. However, due to the competitive nature of budgeting and 
conflicts of interest among actors in the budgeting system, this alignment is 
often lacking. This article focuses on the motivations and roles of Islamic 
Consultative Assembly representatives in exacerbating this deviation during 
the budget approval process. To this end, while addressing the literature on 
political economy, parliamentary positions, and representatives’ motivations, 
five influential parliamentary positions in the budget approval process were 
identified, and their impact coefficients were determined using the Analytical 
Hierarchy Process (AHP). A regression model based on variables related to 
parliamentary positions, representatives’ characteristics, and the economic 
capacity of provinces for the 9th and 10th parliamentary terms (2012–2019) 
revealed that, except for seniority, parliamentary positions, party affiliations, 
and the number of provincial seats significantly and positively impacted the 
increase in provincial development budgets from national revenues. Thus, 
in Iran’s parliamentary organization, the committee interest theory and 
partisanship theory are applicable. 
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