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E[TP|s, T, Q, wP) is also a random variable.?! Let F,(y?|T, Q, wP) denote the
conditional distribution of cakes with conditional density f,(-|-) defined over the
support [0, 7], and let F;(¢°|y?; T, Q, wP) denote the conditional distribution of
government durations with conditional density f7(:|-) defined over the support
[0, T], where < T is the upper bound on the expectations over government
duration and F,(-|-) satisfies the restriction E[T?|y?; T, Q, w°] = y?.22 Thus,
from the point of view of the econometrician, y*(D, T, 0, 7P) solves

(1) y* =8 [max{y?,y"}dF,(y"|T, Q, 7°)
— v —
=B(EVIT. 071+ [ 0" =y dFPIT. 0 70)),
and the probability of a negotiation lasting 7 rounds is equal to
(16)  Pr(r)=[Pr(y® <y*(D, T, Q, w*)I" ' Pr(y” 2 y*(D, T, Q, 7))

=[F,(y*()IT, Q, ™) '[1 - F,(y* ()IT, Q, 7)].

This is the probability that the first 7 — 1 cakes are smaller than the thresh-
old y*(D,T,Q,nP) and the cake in period 7 is greater than or equal to
y*(D, T, Q, mP). Moreover, the probability of a government duration ¢ following
an agreement after 7 rounds of negotiations is equal to

17)  Pr(t|r) =Pr(tly” = y*(D, T, Q, 7))

[ fr@y?s T, @, wP) dF,(y°|T, Q, 7°)
1-F,(y*()IT, Q, #P) '

Agreement implies that the expected government duration is above the threshold
y*(D, T, Q, mP). However, we (the econometricians) do not know exactly which
cake induced the agreement. Hence, in order to compute this probability, we
have to average over all the possible cakes that may have induced the agreement.

Let us now consider the decision problem faced by the formateur party k.
For each possible coalition D € A, party k can compute its expected equilib-
rium payoff if D is chosen as the proto-coalition and bargains over the forma-
tion of a new government. The formateur’s expected payoff is given in equation
(13) and depends on the expected outcome of the bargaining process as well as
the formateur’s tastes for its coalition partners, 2. Hence, from the perspec-
tive of the formateur party that knows its tastes, the optimal coalition choice
described in equation (14) is deterministic. We (the econometricians), however,

21 Since, by assumption, s is i.i.d., y? is also i.i.d.. The assumption that the state of the world follows
an i.i.d. stochastic process is critical to obtain the simple equilibrium characterization described in
Section 2.1 above, which makes the estimation of the model feasible.

_22 Note that F,(y°|T, Q, w) and F(t"|y®; T, Q, w") imply a distribution of 7% conditional on
(T, Q,7").
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do not observe the formateur’s tastes for its coalition partners, s,? . Hence, from
the perspective of the econometrician, € is a random variable. This implies
that the expected payoff W, (D, T, Q, 7”) is also a random variable, which in
turn implies that the formateur’s decision problem is probabilistic. Following
McFadden (1973), Rust (1987), and many others, we assume that €2, D € 4,
are independently and identically distributed according to a type 1 extreme value
distribution with standard deviation p.? Thus, from the point of view of the
econometrician, the probability that the formateur party k£ chooses a particular
proto-coalition D’ € A, to form the government is given by

(18) Pr(D) =Pr(W, (D', T, Q, 7%y > W,(D',T, Q, wP),VD e 4A;)
([1 B(1—pi(m, D'»]y 0.T,0,7° ))

€Xp

1-B(1—pi (7, D)I*(D.T.0,72) \
ZDeAkexp([ U=py(n. 001" i )

We can now derive the likelihood function that represents the basis for the
estimation of our structural model. The contribution to the likelihood function
of each observation in the sample is equal to the probability of observing the
vector of (endogenous) events (k, D,, 7%, ¢,,. .., €0, tP) conditional on the
vector of (exogenous) characteristics Z = (T, Q, N, m, k_,), given the vector of
the model’s parameters 6 = (ay, @y, @, B, p, F,, F7). Given the structure of our
model and our equilibrium characterization, this probability can be written as

(19) Pr(k, Dy, %, ¢,,. .., €0, t%|Z; 6)
= Pr(k|Z; 0) Pr(Dy,|k, Z; 0) Pr(7°*|D,, k, Z; 0)
x Pr(&y, ..., L0, |T%, Dy, k, Z; 0) Pr(t’|7P%, D, , k, Z; 6),

where

Pr(k|Z; 0) = pi (7, k_y; g, @),

_ _5 . * T D,
exp(ll B( pk(ka,zgg)ly (D, T.Q,m k))

Ypea exP(ll—B(l—ivk(w,D;as))ly*(D,T,Q,wD))’
k

Pr(Dilk,Z; 0) =

Bp
Pr(r%| Dy, k, Z; 6) = [F,(y* (D, T, Q, 7%)|T, Q, 7)™
X[l - Fy(y*(Dk’ T’ Qa WDk)lT’ Q’ WDk)]’

70k

PI‘(@Z, ceey eTDk |TDk, Dk’ k, Z; 0) = l_[ﬁlj('n', Dk; az),
j=2

2 For a detailed description of the properties of this family of distributions see, e.g., Johnson and
Kotz (1970, Vol. 1, pp. 272-295).
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and
Pr(t%|t%, Dy, k, Z; 0)

[ Fr(@P1yPs T, Q, wPr) dF, (yP|T, Q, mP)
1-F,(y*(Dy, T, Q, #P)|T, Q, w>)

The log-likelihood function is obtained by summing the logs of (19) over all the
elements in the sample.?*

The next step consists of choosing flexible parametric functional forms for
F,(-|-) and Fr(-|). Following Merlo (1997), we assume that F,(:|-) and Fr(:|-)
belong to the family of beta distributions.?® In particular, we let

[yD]'y(T,Q,‘n-D)—l
[3(T, Q)]T-2.7") ] ’

@) LOPIT.Q 7°) = y(T. 0. w”)[

yP €0, (T, Q)], where
Q1) y(T,Q,7") =exp((vo+v,m°)MINORITY + (v, + v;w°)MINWIN
+ (¥4 + vsmP)SURPLUS
+ (YINVEST + ,NEG + y;CCONF)MINORITY
+ (YoINVEST + ¥,(NEG + y,, CCONF)MAJORITY
+ (y1,FIXEL + vy,5(1 — FIXEL))T),

and
09T if FIXEL =1,
(22) ¥T,0)= NVE. _
exp(ho+ MNVEST) o 46 pryEr — o,
1+exp(Ag+ A INVEST)
Furthermore, we let
_ 1
(23)  fr(PPY2 T, 0,70 = —— —
B(2LEm)" (T, 0, m0))

D 'S‘T—’TQL%?LD—I T _ «D18(T,Q,7P)-1
| [T -]

T. Dy, D =
7 I +8(T.0,mP)-1

[T]

24 Note that computing the likelihood function is a rather burdensome task since one has to enu-
merate all possible proto-coalitions and solve all possible bargaining games a formateur may choose
to play. We thank Carl Coscia for developing the algorithm we use in our estimation.

%5 The family of beta distributions is the most flexible family of parametric distributions for contin-
uous random variables with a finite support (see, e.g., Johnson and Kotz (1970, Vol. 1, pp. 37-56)).
Some amount of experimentation with alternative specifications suggests that our results are not too
sensitive to the specific parameterization chosen.
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t? € [0, T), where B(-,-) denotes the beta function and

(24) (T, Q, w°) = exp(8,MINORITY + 8 MINWIN + §,SURPLUS
+ (85INVEST + 8,NEG + 8;CCONF)MINORITY
+ (8 NVEST + 8,NEG + 8,CCONF)MAJORITY
+ (84FIXEL + 8,y(1 — FIXEL))T).

Notice that f(-|-) satisfies the model restriction E[T?|y?; T, Q, wP] = y® since

8(T,0,m")y"
D.,D. T Dy _ T—yP 7 _.D

Several comments are in order. First, our parameterizations of f,(-|-) and
fr(:]-) are highly flexible, and allow us to capture the (potential) effects of the
institutional environment on the (expected and actual) duration of governments
of different types in a fairly unrestricted way.?® For example, minority govern-
ments may be expected to last less than majority governments in an environment
characterized by an investiture vote or a constructive vote of no-confidence. On
the other hand, this may not be the case in an environment where a govern-
ment does not need to maintain the active support of a parliamentary majority
to retain power. Also, government coalitions of different sizes may differ in their
ability to cope with events even when exposed to similar shocks and, therefore,
experience different outcomes.

Second, the specification described in equations (20)-(24) above also allows
for the possibility that even government coalitions of the same size and in the
same institutional environment may face different prospects with respect to their
probability of survival depending on the time horizon ahead of them, T. More-
over, the time horizon may have a different meaning in environments where the
time between elections is fixed or it is uncertain. For example, in an environ-
ment where elections have to be held at predetermined intervals, T represents
the natural benchmark for the upper bound on the expectations over govern-
ment duration. On the other hand, in an environment where this is not the case,
T may never be reached and other institutional features (such as whether an
investiture vote can prematurely terminate a government) may also affect the
range of expectations over government duration.?”’

26 Notice that, by definition of beta distributions, y(-) and 8(-) must be strictly positive. This justifies
the exponential functions in (21) and (24). Also, the lack of symmetry between the specifications of
v(-) and 8(-) is justified by the fact that a likelihood ratio test cannot reject the current specification
of §(-) in favor of an alternative specification that, like y(-), includes three additional coefficients
associated with 7°. Finally, to economize on the number of parameters, we restricted F,(-|-) to be a
power-function distribution (i.e., a beta distribution with one parameter normalized to one).

27 As shown in equation (22), we set the absolute upper bound on the expectations over the
duration of a government to 90% of its maximum potential duration.
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5. RESULTS

Table V presents the maximum likelihood estimates of the parameters of
the model, (a,f,v,86,A,p), where o = (o, @;,5), ¥ = (Yor---5V13)s 6 =
(8, - - -, 019), and A = (A, A;). Using our estimates of &, and o; we can answer
two important questions regarding the selection of the formateur. First, if the
size of one party increases by 1%, by what percentage does its probability of
being selected as formateur increase? Providing an answer to this question is
rather important. For example, a (possibly) desirable property of a formateur
selection rule requires that if the size of a party increases by 1%, its recognition
probability also increases by 1%. This implies that a party cannot increase its

TABLE V
MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATES

Parameter Estimate Standard Error
a, 9.577 0.887
a 1.360 0.182
a, 2.477 0.250
B 0.759 0.023
Yo —1.644 0.151
" 5.610 0.440
Y, 1.120 0.139
s 1.236 0.193
Y4 2.631 0.211
s —2.087 0.243
e ~0.168 0.104
Y, 1.071 0.139
Vs 0.366 0.203
Yo ~0.479 0.117
Yo 0.464 0.171
Y 1.408 0.276
Yoo ~2.493 0.354
Yis —2.015 0.139
£ ~0.491 0.552
8, -2.575 0.496
8, —1.879 0.391
5, ~0.823 0.659
£ ~0.622 0.623
5 ~1.822 9.902
8 0.991 0.233
5, 1.493 0.626
8 0.733 0.379
8 ~0.369 0.841
10 1.931 0.564
A 0.962 0.233
A —0.508 0.259
p 35.228 0.002

Log-Likelihood —2930.94
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chances of forming a government by splitting, and two parties cannot get more
joint chances by merging. To answer this question we obtain an estimate of the
elasticity of the probability a party is selected as formateur with respect to its size,
dln p;/dInm; = aym;(1 — p;), for each party in our sample, and we then compute
the average across all observations. The estimate we obtain for this elasticity is
equal to 0.99. The standard error associated with this estimate is equal to 0.08.%
Hence, the null hypothesis that the elasticity is equal to 1 cannot be rejected at
conventional significance levels.?

The second question concerning the formateur selection process can be stated
as follows. For a given observation, consider the party that was successful in
forming the previous government (i.e., the party of the former prime minister,
k_, € N) and let p,_, be its probability of being selected as formateur. Holding
everything else constant, let p,  be party k_,’s average recognition probability
if we remove the incumbency advantage from party k_, and we give it to one
of the other parties £ € N for all € # k_;. How large is the difference in the
two probabilities—i.e., what is p,  — p,_,? Answering this question provides a
measure of the incumbency premium. The average estimate we obtain for this
measure of the incumbency premium is rather large and is equal to 0.32 (the
standard error associated with this estimate is equal to 0.05). This means that
controlling for size, on average an incumbent party is 32% more likely to be
selected as formateur than if it were not the incumbent (and the average incum-
bency premium is statistically greater than zero at conventional significance lev-
els). An alternative measure of the incumbency premium can be obtained by
computing the increase in the recognition probability of a nonincumbent party
Le N, L#k_,, if we give to that party the incumbency advantage of party k_;.
The average estimate of this alternative measure of the incumbency premium we
obtain is smaller than the previous measure and is equal to 0.18 (with a standard
error of 0.04). This means that controlling for size, on average a nonincumbent
party is 18% less likely to be selected as formateur than if it were the incumbent
(and this measure of the incumbency premium is also statistically greater than
zero at conventional significance levels).

The implications of dynamic models of government behavior in parliamentary
democracies are typically very sensitive to the value of the “political discount
factor” B (see, e.g., Baron (1998) and Diermeier and Merlo (2000)). For example,
in the model of Baron (1998) B directly affects the probability of government
dissolution, and in the model of Diermeier and Merlo (2000) it also affects the
probability of minority governments. The point estimate we obtain for 8 is equal
to 0.76 with a standard error of 0.02. This implies a relatively high degree of

28 All the quantities reported here and their associated standard errors are obtained by drawing
5,000 samples of parameter values from the (estimated) asymptotic distribution of the vector of model
parameters (based on the estimated variance-covariance matrix), and then computing the mean and
standard deviation of the object of interest over all draws.

2 Throughout the paper, we adopt the convention that a null hypothesis can (cannot) be rejected
at conventional levels of statistical significance if the p-value of its test is smaller than (greater than
or equal to) 0.05.
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patience (or, alternatively, a relatively moderate distaste for bargaining) on the
part of the political parties.

To interpret the estimates we obtained for the other parameters of the
model, consider for example the following two institutional environments, Q, =
(INVEST =0, NEG =0, CCONF =0, FIXEL =0) and Q, = (INVEST =0,
NEG =0,CCONF =1, FIXEL =0), and let T = 1000. The estimates reported in
Table V imply the following values for the mean of the distribution of (unobserv-
able) cakes evaluated at the mean government size in the sample for each type
of government coalition (standard errors are in parentheses):3

25 E[y"|T = 1000, Q,, w° = 0.41] = 297,
(25) gl 1 (23)
(26) E[y°|T = 1000, Q,, w° = 0.58] = 501,

(32)
(27) E[y?|T = 1000, Q,, w° = 0.66] = 404,
(30)

28 E[y°|T = 1000, Q,, w° = 0.41] = 363,
(28) gl 2 (a2)
(29)  E[y?|T =1000, Q,, 7> =0.58] = (63581) ,

(30)  E[y"|T = 1000, Q,, 7° = 0.66] = (6‘{)12) .

These estimates indicate that the mean expected government duration for a min-
imum winning coalition that controls 58% of the parliamentary seats in a polit-
ical system with a constructive vote of no-confidence, Q,, is 1.3 times its mean
expected government duration in a similar political system without a constructive
vote of no-confidence, Q;. A similar comparison holds for a minority coalition
that controls 41% of the parliamentary seats, while this ratio is equal to 1.5 for
a surplus coalition that controls 66% of the parliamentary seats. Furthermore,
in a political system without a constructive vote of no-confidence, Q,, the mean
expected government duration of a minimum winning coalition of average size
is 1.7 times the mean expected government duration of a minority coalition of
average size and 1.2 times the mean expected government duration of a surplus
coalition of average size (these ratios are equal to 1.8 and 1.1, respectively, in a
similar political system with a constructive vote of no-confidence, Q,).*!

301t follows from the assumption about the distribution of y that

— T,Q,7°) _ —
Ep? (T, 0,7 = Y2 5T o)
DT, Q.70 = (T 0)
The average sizes of minority, minimum winning, and surplus governments in our sample are equal
to 41%, 58%, and 66%, respectively.
31 Similar comparisons can be computed for all possible combinations of (T, Q, 7).
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The coalition partners, however, agree to form a government only if its
expected duration exceeds a threshold and delay agreement otherwise. This
implies that not all potential governments form, and governments that are
expected to have shorter duration are less likely to form. To evaluate the extent
of the selection on expected government duration, we report the following esti-
mates of the mean expected government duration if an agreement occurs, com-
puted for the same values of T, Q, and 7” as before (standard errors are in
parentheses):*

(31)  E[yP|y? > y*(D, T =1000, Q,, #° = 0.41)] = 499,

(30)
(32)  E[y°|y®? > y*(D, T =1000, Q,, 7° = 0.58)] = (53842) ,
(33)  E[y?|y? > y*(D, T =1000, Q,, 7° = 0.66)] = 543,

(33)
(34) E[y°|y? > y*(D, T = 1000, Q,, 7° = 0.41)] = (53268) ,
(35) E[y°|y? > y*(D, T = 1000, Q,, 7° = 0.58)] = (63578) ,

(36)  E["ly? = y*(D,T =1000, Q,, 7° = 0.66)] = (632753.

The comparison of the estimates reported in equations (31)—(36) with those in
equations (25)—(30) (which are estimates of the mean expected duration regard-
less of whether an agreement actually occurs), indicates that the selection effect
as a consequence of delaying agreement may be substantial, and the extent of
the selection depends both on the type of coalitions and their institutional envi-
ronment. For example, while the unconditional mean expected duration for a
minority coalition that controls 41% of the parliamentary seats in a political sys-
tem without a constructive vote of no-confidence, Q,, is 40% smaller than its
average duration conditional on this coalition actually forming the government,
the percentages are 14% and 25% for a minimum winning coalition that con-
trols 58% of parliament and a surplus coalition that controls 66% of parliament,
respectively. Also, for all types of coalitions, the extent of the selection induced
by delays in the government formation process is smaller in a political system
with a constructive vote of no-confidence, Q,, than in a similar political system
without a constructive vote of no-confidence, Q,, both in absolute and in relative
terms.

321t follows from the assumption about the distribution of y that
E[y°ly* 2 y*(D,T, Q,7")]
(T, 0, 7" [i(f Q)1 (D, T, Q. w")“ﬂf'g'""’]

T 14T, 0, m) | 3T, 07T =y (D,T, 0, n0)T2xP)
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The next step to consider is the choice of a coalition by the formateur
party. Again, let T = 1000 and consider the two institutional environments, Q,
and Q,, described above. Suppose there are four parties, N = {1, 2, 3, 4}, with
7 = (0.41,0.34,0.17,0.08), and party 1 is the formateur.3> The set of possible
coalitions is given by

A, ={{1},{1,2},{1,3},{1,4},4{1,2,3}, {1, 2,4}, {1, 3,4}, {1, 2,3,4}}

and the sizes of these coalitions are 7t =041, 7.2t = 0.75, 73} = 0.58,
b4 =0.49, 71:23 = 0.92, #1124 = 0.83, 7ril:34 = 0.66, and 71234 =1, where
{1} and {1, 4} are minority coalitions, {1,2} and {1,3} are minimum winning
coalitions, and {1, 2, 3}, {1, 2,4}, {1, 3, 4}, and {1, 2, 3, 4} are surplus coalitions.

Consider for example the single-party minority coalition {1}, the two-party
minimum winning coalition {1, 3}, and the three-party surplus coalition {1, 3, 4}.
Given our estimates, the expected durations of each of these coalitions if they
are selected to form the government are given in equations (31)—(33) if the
institutional environment is Q; and in equations (34)—(36) if the institutional
environment is ,. What matters to the formateur party, however, is not the
durability of a coalition per se, but the payoff it would receive from selecting a
particular coalition to form the government. As discussed in Section 2.1 above,
when choosing a government coalition, the formateur faces a trade-off between
“control” (i.e., its own share of the cake) and “durability” (i.e., the overall size of
the cake). That is, on the one hand, relatively larger coalitions may be associated
with longer expected durations and hence relatively larger cakes. On the other
hand, because of proto-coalition bargaining, the formateur party would receive
a smaller share of the cake by including additional parties in its coalition. Which
coalition is chosen in equilibrium depends on the terms of this trade-off.

If the institutional environment is Q;, the estimates reported in Table V imply
the following values for the probabilities that the formateur party 1 would select
coalition {1}, {1, 3}, or {1, 3,4} (standard errors are in parentheses):3

G7)  Pr({1}1Q,) = 036

(0.07)’
(¢8)  Pr({1,3}|Q) = (8:32)’
(39 Pr({1,3,4}0) = (3:3%.

33 The seat shares in this example are chosen so that there exist a minority coalition of size 0.41,
a minimum winning coalition of size 0.58, and a surplus coalition of size 0.66 (which are the three
coalitions considered above).

34 These probabilities are computed using equation (18). Note that the probabilities do not add up
to one since we are only considering a subset of the choices available to the formateur.
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If, on the other hand, the institutional environment is Q,, the estimated proba-
bilities are:

(40)  Pr({1}|Q,) = 0.1

(0.10)’
(1) Pr({1,3}|Q) = (8:3;%)’
(42)  Pr({1,3,4}|0,) = (g:g?).

These estimates indicate that even though the minority alternative {1} is on
average less stable than the minimum winning alternative {1, 3}, or the surplus
alternative {1, 3, 4}, it is nevertheless chosen with positive probability in both
institutional environments. Furthermore, while in an environment without a con-
structive vote of no-confidence, Q;, the minority alternative {1} is as likely to
be chosen as the minimum winning alternative {1, 3}, in a similar environment
with a constructive vote of no-confidence, Q,, the minimum winning alternative
{1, 3} dominates. In both environments, the reduction in the share of the cake
appropriated by the formateur party 1 by including party 3 in its coalition is the
same. However, the increase in the overall size of the cake induced by enlarging
the coalition from {1} to {1, 3} is much larger in Q, than in Q, (as evidenced
in equations (31)—(32) and (34)—(35), respectively). Finally, in both institutional
environments the surplus alternative {1, 3, 4} is clearly inferior to the minimum
winning alternative {1, 3}, since by including an additional party in its coalition,
party 4, the formateur party 1 would only reduce its share of the cake without
increasing the overall size of the cake (as we can see from equations (32)-(33)
and (35)—(36), respectively).”

We investigate the quantitative implications of our model more fully in
Section 6 below. Before that, we first turn our attention to evaluating how well
the model fits the data.

5.1. Goodness-of-Fit

To assess the fit of the model we begin by presenting Tables VI-X. In each
of these tables, we focus on a different dimension of the data and we compare
the predictions of the model to the empirical distribution. For each dimension
of the data, one of the criteria we use to assess how well the model fits the data
is Pearson’s y? test,

N ORI
270

2
~ XK-]:

35 Still, the surplus alternative {1,3, 4} may be chosen if the formateur party has a very strong
preference for this coalition.
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TABLE VI

DENSITY FUNCTIONS OF FORMATEUR SIZE
AND GOODNESS-OF-FIT TEST

Interval Data Model
0%-10% 0.016 0.044
10%-20% 0.086 0.060
20%-30% 0.188 0.162
30%-40% 0.259 0.280
40%-50% 0.365 0.367
50%+ 0.086 0.086
X2 test 9.061
Pr(x*(5) > 9.061) 0.107
TABLE VII

DENSITY FUNCTIONS OF NEGOTIATION
DURATION AND GOODNESS-OF-FIT TEST

Attempt Data Model
1 0.616 0.608
2 0.188 0.208
3 0.102 0.089
4 0.059 0.043
5 0.024 0.022
6 0.004 0.012
7 0.008 0.007
8+ 0.000 0.012
Mean Number 1.729 1.784
of Attempts
X test 3.984
Pr(x?(7) > 3.984) 0.782

where f(-) denotes the empirical density function, or histogram, of a given
(endogenous) variable, f(-) denotes the maximum likelihood estimate of the
density function of that variable, g is the number of observations, and K is the
number of bins of the histogram.

In Table VI, we compare the density of the size of the formateur party pre-
dicted by the model to the empirical density. As we can see from this table,
the x? goodness-of-fit test does not reject the model at conventional significance
levels. In Table VII, we compare the density of negotiation duration predicted
by the model to the empirical density. The y?> goodness-of-fit test reported in
Table VII does not reject the model at conventional significance levels, and the
predicted mean number of attempts is almost identical to the one observed in

36 Note that the number of degrees of freedom is an upper bound because we do not take into
account that the parameters in the model are estimated.
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TABLE VIII

DENSITY FUNCTIONS OF GOVERNMENT DURATION
AND GOODNESS-OF-FIT TEST

Interval

Data

Model

0-6 mo 0.192 0.222
6 mo-1yr 0.184 0.141
lyr-1.5 yr 0.145 0.119
1.5 yr-2 yr 0.137 0.118
2yr-25yr 0.094 0.105
25 yr-3 yr 0.071 0.103
3yr-35yr 0.055 0.074
3.5 yr—4 yr 0.098 0.098
4 yr-4.5 yr 0.024 0.017
4.5 yr-5 yr 0.000 0.000
Mean Government 603 622
Duration (Days)
x? test 11.716
Pr(x%(9) = 11.716) 0.230
TABLE IX

DENSITY FUNCTIONS OF GOVERNMENT SIZE
AND GOODNESS-OF-FIT TEST

Interval Data Model
0%-10% 0.000 0.002
10%-20% 0.016 0.013
20%-30% 0.031 0.027
30%-40% 0.102 0.095
40%-50% 0.263 0.263
50%—-60% 0.345 0.355
60%-70% 0.145 0.150
70%—-80% 0.055 0.052
80%-90% 0.039 0.029
90%-100% 0.004 0.013
Mean Government 53 53
Coalition Size (%)
X test 3.546
Pr(x%(9) > 3.546) 0.939
TABLE X

DENSITY FUNCTIONS OF GOVERNMENT TYPE
AND GOODNESS-OF-FIT TEST

Government Type Data Model
Minority 40% 40%
Minimum Winning 36% 35%
Surplus 24% 25%

X test
Pr(x2(2) = 0.268)

0.268
0.875

57



58 D. DIERMEIER, H. ERASLAN, AND A. MERLO

the data. Table VIII reports evidence on the fit of the model to the govern-
ment duration data, by comparing the density of government duration predicted
by the model to the empirical density. The model is capable of reproducing the
shape of the empirical distribution and the average government duration pre-
dicted by the model is remarkably close to the observed average. Moreover, the
X? goodness-of-fit test cannot reject the model at conventional significance levels.
In Table IX, we compare the density of government size predicted by the model
to the empirical density. As we can see from this table, the model is capable of
reproducing the shape of the distribution and correctly predicts its mean. Fur-
thermore, the y? goodness-of-fit test does not reject the model at conventional
significance levels. Finally, Table X reports evidence on the fit of the model to
the distribution of government types. As we can see from this table, the model
tracks almost perfectly the fraction of minority, minimum winning, and surplus
governments in the data and, as it is the case for all other aspects of the data,
the x? goodness-of-fit test cannot reject the model at conventional significance
levels. We conclude that the model performs remarkably well in reproducing all
aggregate features of the data.

Next, we turn our attention to assessing how well the model reproduces sim-
ilarities and differences across countries in coalition formation and government
stability. In Figures 7-9, we plot the actual and model predicted average num-
ber of attempts, average government duration, and average government size,
respectively, for each of the nine countries in our data set. Furthermore, in
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FIGURE 7.—Mean number of attempts.
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Figures 10~12, we plot the actual and predicted fraction of minority, minimum
winning, and surplus governments, respectively, in each country. As we can see
from these figures, by and large, the model is capable of reproducing the cross-
country patterns observed in the data. Most of the country-level implications of
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FIGURE 9.—Mean government size.
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the model are not statistically different from their empirical counterparts, and
even when there are differences they tend to be small. Overall, we conclude that
the predictions of the model track the cross-country features of the data fairly
closely.
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FIGURE 11.—Fraction of minimum winning governments.
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Last, we evaluate how well the model predicts important features of behav-
ior out of sample. The procedure we follow to address this issue consists of
leaving one country out of the sample for estimation and then asking how well
the resulting model characterizes the behavior of this country. We perform this
procedure three times, each time excluding a different country from the sam-
ple we use for estimating the model. These countries are Belgium, Finland, and
Norway, which differ from each other with respect to their institutional environ-
ment. In Table XI, we report the model predicted average number of attempts,
average government duration, and average government size for each of the

TABLE XI
OUT-OF-SAMPLE PREDICTIONS?

Mean Number of Mean Government Mean Government

Country Attempts Duration (Days) Size (%)
Belgium 1.6 471 52

(0.12) 47) (1)
Finland 2.2 476 56

(0.09) (32) (1)
Norway 1.7 758 49

(0.17) @27 (1)

aStandard errors are in parentheses.
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three countries (with standard errors).” When comparing the out-of-sample pre-
dictions in Table XI with their empirical counterparts in Table III, we see that
the model correctly predicts the size and duration of governments in each of the
three countries (with the exception of government size in Belgium). Also, while
the average number of attempts predicted by the model is statistically different
from its empirical counterpart in each of the three countries, these differences
are quantitatively unimportant.

6. CONSTITUTIONAL EXPERIMENTS

Empirical studies have shown that political instability has a detrimental effect
on economic performance and growth (see, e.g., Alesina et al. (1996) and Barro
(1991)). For a democracy, political instability means short-lived governments and
long-lasting negotiations. It is therefore important to try to evaluate the effect
of specific institutional features of a democracy on its political stability. Our
approach offers a systematic way of addressing these quantitative issues in the
context of an equilibrium framework. We focus here on the four aspects of par-
liamentary democracies discussed above (i.e., the investiture vote, negative par-
liamentarism, the constructive vote of no-confidence, and a fixed interelection
period) and we use our estimated model to quantify the effects of each of these
institutional features on the formation and dissolution of coalition governments.

To conduct our constitutional experiments we consider an artificial political
system with five parties, N = {1,...,5}, and T = 1000, and we simulate the out-
comes of 5,000 elections by randomly drawing vectors of the parties’ seat shares
in parliament from a uniform distribution on II = {(m, m,, w3, Wy, 75) : 7; €
(0,0.5), ¥,y m; = 1}.3 For each possible configuration of the institutional envi-
ronment, Q = (INVEST,NEG, CCONF, FIXEL), we use the estimated model to
compute the predicted distributions of negotiation duration, government dura-
tion, government size, and government type for each electoral outcome, and we
then average across all draws.®

37 Recall that for each country, these statistics are computed using the estimates of the model
parameters obtained from a sample that excludes this country. To economize on space, these esti-
mates are not reported here but are available from the authors upon request.

38 Note that the institutional features we consider here may affect the electoral outcomes. Since in
our model elections are exogenous, our analysis abstracts from such (possible) general equilibrium
effects, and in our simulations we assume that all outcomes are equally likely. Also note, however,
that in order to check the robustness of our results we generated another set of experiments where
we simulated the outcomes of 5,000 elections by randomly drawing vectors of the parties’ shares from
their empirical distribution. The results we obtained under the two alternative experimental designs
are virtually identical. We conclude that our results are not sensitive to the details of the process that
generates the distribution of seats in parliament.

39 As a further check on the robustness of our results we generated two additional sets of exper-
iments by changing the number of parties to three and seven, respectively. The results we obtained
under these two alternative specifications are virtually identical to the ones reported here. We con-
clude that our results are not sensitive to the number of parties represented in parliament.
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Tables XII and XIII present the results of our experiments.*’ In Table XII we
report the mean number of attempts, the mean government duration, and the
mean government size implied by the model for ten political systems that differ
with respect to their institutional environment, Q. For each of these political sys-
tems, Table XIII presents the model predicted distribution of minority, minimum
winning, and surplus governments.

As we can see from Table XII, the most stable political system (i.e., the politi-
cal system with the shortest government formation duration and the longest gov-
ernment duration) has a positive form of parliamentarism with the constructive
vote of no-confidence, no investiture vote, and a fixed interelection period. At the
opposite end of the spectrum, the least stable political system (i.e., the political
system with the longest government formation duration and the shortest govern-
ment duration) has a positive form of parliamentarism with the investiture vote,
no constructive vote of no-confidence, and no fixed interelection period.

The mean government duration in the most stable political system is 1.6 times
the mean government duration in the least stable political system. The mean
number of attempts in the most stable political system is almost half of the mean
number of attempts in the least stable political system. Adding the investiture
vote to the most stable political system results in an 8% increase in the mean
number of attempts and a 4% decrease in the mean government duration. Simul-
taneously removing the constructive vote of no-confidence and the fixed interelec-
tion period results in a 42% increase in the mean number of attempts and a 30%
decrease in the mean government duration. Removing the investiture vote from
the least stable political system results in a 19% decrease in the mean number of
attempts and a 25% increase in the mean government duration. Adding the con-
structive vote of no-confidence results in a 38% decrease in the mean number of
attempts and a 16% increase in the mean government duration. Simultaneously
implementing both changes results in a 43% decrease in the mean number of
attempts and a 43% increase in the mean government duration.*!

The next set of observations concerns the propensity of different political sys-
tems to generate government coalitions of different types. Even though minority
governments on average last less than majority governments, as we can see from
Table XIII the ranking of political institutions with respect to the relative fre-
quency of minority governments does not mirror their ranking based on stability.
In fact, while the most stable political institution also has the smallest fraction
of minority governments, the least stable one has only the third largest fraction
of minority governments. In general, the presence of the constructive vote of

40 Given that the set of all possible configurations of the institutional environment Q is very large,
in what follows we restrict attention to a subset. In particular, since in its strictest interpretation
negative parliamentarism is inconsistent with either the investiture vote or the constructive vote of
no-confidence, we omit configurations where these features coexist.

41 This experiment mimics the constitutional reform implemented in Belgium in 1995, whose
explicit intent was to increase the stability of Belgian governments.
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TABLE XII

CONSTITUTIONAL EXPERIMENTS—GOVERNMENT FORMATION
AND DURATION?

Mean Number of

Mean Government

Mean Government

Q Attempts Duration (Days) Size (%)
INVEST =0

NEG=0 1.7 549 54
CCONF =0 (0.07) (32) (1)
FIXEL=0

INVEST =0

NEG =0 1.8 673 55
CCONF =0 (0.12) (17) 2
FIXEL=1

INVEST =1

NEG =0 2.1 438 53
CCONF =0 (0.09) (33) (1)
FIXEL=0

INVEST =1

NEG =0 2.1 632 53
CCONF =0 (0.15) (19) )
FIXEL=1

INVEST =0

NEG=0 1.2 628 56
CCONF =1 (0.07) (38) )
FIXEL =0

INVEST =0

NEG =0 1.2 783 57
CCONF =1 (0.08) (22) )
FIXEL =1

INVEST =1

NEG =0 1.3 510 57
CCONF =1 (0.10) (41) %)
FIXEL=0

INVEST =1

NEG =0 1.3 751 57
CCONF =1 (0.13) (28) V)
FIXEL=1

INVEST =0

NEG =1 15 573 42
CCONF =0 (0.05) (35) 1)
FIXEL =0

INVEST =0

NEG=1 1.6 695 42
CCONF =0 (0.07) (10) (1)
FIXEL=1

2Standard errors are in parentheses.
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TABLE XIII

CONSTITUTIONAL EXPERIMENTS—DISTRIBUTION
OF GOVERNMENT TYPES?

% Minority % Minimum Winning % Surplus
Q Governments Governments Governments
INVEST =0
NEG =0 37 51 12
CCONF =0 (6) ©) V)
FIXEL=0
INVEST =0
NEG =0 31 60 9
CCONF =0 (8) ®) 2
FIXEL=1
INVEST =1
NEG =0 46 40 14
CCONF =0 ) 4) )
FIXEL=0
INVEST =1
NEG =0 45 47 8
CCONF =0 ®) Q) )
FIXEL=1
INVEST =0
NEG =0 20 64 16
CCONF =1 ) ) 3)
FIXEL =0
INVEST =0
NEG =0 12 76 12
CCONF =1 (8) () )
FIXEL=1
INVEST =1
NEG =0 23 58 19
CCONF =1 (10) ®) @)
FIXEL=0
INVEST =1
NEG=0 15 74 11
CCONF =1 (12) (11) )
FIXEL=1
INVEST =0
NEG =1 85 11 4
CCONF =0 ) @) 1)
FIXEL =0
INVEST =0
NEG =1 88 10 2
CCONF =0 4) 3) 0.7)
FIXEL =1

2Standard errors are in parentheses.
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TABLE XIV

CONSTITUTIONAL EXPERIMENTS—T = 2000°

Mean Number of

Mean Government

Mean Government

Q Attempts Duration (Days) Size (%)
INVEST =0

NEG =0 2.2 990 57
CCONF =0 (0.16) (62) (0.8)
FIXEL=0

INVEST =0

NEG =0 2.7 1150 58
CCONF =0 (0.40) (72) (0.9)
FIXEL =1

INVEST =1

NEG =0 2.8 760 55
CCONF =0 (0.20) (62) 1)
FIXEL=0

INVEST =1

NEG =0 33 1048 56
CCONF =0 (0.46) (76) 1)
FIXEL=1

INVEST =0

NEG =0 1.3 1192 58
CCONF =1 (0.11) (72) (0.5)
FIXEL=0

INVEST =0

NEG =0 1.5 1418 58
CCONF =1 (0.24) (74) (0.6)
FIXEL=1

INVEST =1

NEG =0 1.5 952 59
CCONF =1 (0.18) (80) (0.9)
FIXEL=0

INVEST =1

NEG =0 1.8 1338 59
CCONF =1 (0.32) (80) (0.8)
FIXEL = 1

INVEST =0

NEG=1 2.1 1022 45
CCONF =0 (0.10) (62) 3)
FIXEL=0

INVEST =0

NEG=1 2.4 1210 48
CCONF =0 (0.27) (54) )
FIXEL=1

2Standard errors are in parentheses.



MODEL OF GOVERNMENT FORMATION

TABLE XV

CONSTITUTIONAL EXPERIMENTS—LARGEST PARTY
IS THE FORMATEUR®

Mean Number of

Mean Government

Mean Government

Q Attempts Duration (Days) Size (%)
INVEST =0

NEG =0 1.6 554 54
CCONF =0 (0.07) (32) 1)
FIXEL =0

INVEST =0

NEG =0 1.7 679 55
CCONF =0 (0.12) 17 )
FIXEL =1

INVEST =1

NEG =0 1.9 442 54
CCONF =0 (0.08) (35) (1)
FIXEL =0

INVEST =1

NEG =0 2.1 636 53
CCONF =0 (0.15) (18) )
FIXEL=1

INVEST =0

NEG =0 1.2 632 57
CCONF =1 (0.06) (38) )
FIXEL =0

INVEST =0

NEG =0 1.2 789 57
CCONF =1 (0.07) (22) )
FIXEL =1

INVEST =1

NEG =0 13 516 57
CCONF =1 (0.09) (41) %)
FIXEL =0

INVEST =1

NEG =0 13 759 57
CCONF =1 (0.11) (26) )
FIXEL=1

INVEST =0

NEG =1 1.4 582 45
CCONF =0 (0.05) (36) 1)
FIXEL =0

INVEST =0

NEG =1 15 708 44
CCONF =0 (0.07) (11) (0.6)
FIXEL=1

aStandard errors are in parentheses.
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no-confidence appears to discourage minority governments from forming, while
a negative form of parliamentarism appears to facilitate their formation. Further-
more, a political system with both the investiture vote and the constructive vote
of no-confidence appears to be the most conducive to the formation of surplus
governments.

Next, we turn our attention to assessing the impact of changing the length
of the inter-election period on the formation and duration of governments.*
In Table XIV, we present the mean number of attempts, the mean government
duration, and the mean government size implied by the model for each of the
ten political systems considered above when we double the time horizon from
T = 1000 to T = 2000. Several observations emerge from the comparison of
Tables XII and XIV. First, while doubling the time between elections increases
average government duration in all political systems, in no political system does
this average double. In fact, the increase in average government duration is not
uniform across political systems and it ranges from 66% to 90%. Moreover,
increasing the length of time between elections also increases the average number
of attempts and the average government size in all institutional environments.
These effects are also not uniform across political systems.

Last, we evaluate the effects of changing the formateur selection process.
In Table XV, we present the mean number of attempts, the mean government
duration, and the mean government size implied by the model for each of the
ten political systems considered above when we impose that the largest party
is always selected as formateur.”> As we can see from comparing Tables XII
and XV, the effects of requiring that the largest party form the government are
negligible.*

To conclude, note that the framework developed in this paper is very general
and can be extended to address a number of issues related to evaluating the
performance of democratic institutions. Possible extensions include the study of
the role of the head of state and the structure of parliament.

MEDS Dept., J. L. Kellogg Grad. School of Management, Northwestern University,
2001 Sheridan Rd., Evanston, IL 60208, U.S.A.; d-diermeier@kellogg.nwu.edu;
http:/iwww.kellogg. nwu.edu/faculty/diermeier,

42 Over the years, several democracies have amended their constitutions to implement such
changes. For example, until 1970, elections in Sweden were held every fourth year. From 1970 through
1994 elections were held every third year. Following the 1994 election, the period between elections
has been changed back to four years.

43 In 1975, Greece adopted a constitution that requires that the party that receives the largest
number of votes in an election forms the government.

44 In fact, we conducted several experiments that involve changes in the formateur selection pro-
cess. All of these experiments produced virtually no effects on the formation and duration of gov-
ernments. These findings provide a possible explanation why in almost all democracies the selection
of the formateur is not embodied in the constitution or in other official documents.



MODEL OF GOVERNMENT FORMATION 69

Finance Dept, The Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania, 3620
Locust Walk, Philadelphia, PA 19104, U.S.A.; eraslan@wharton.upenn.edu;
http://finance.wharton.upenn.edu/ eraslan,

and

Dept of Economics, University of Pennsylvania, 3718 Locust Walk,
Philadelphia, PA 19104, US.A. and CEPR; merloa@econ.upenn.edu;
http://www.econ.upenn.edu/~ merloa.

Manuscript received January, 2000; final revision received January, 2002.

REFERENCES

ALESINA, A., S. OZLER, N. ROUBINI, AND P. SWAGEL (1996): “Political Instability and Economic
Growth,” Journal of Economic Growth, 2, 189-213.

AUSTEN-SMITH, D., AND J. S. BANKs (1988): “Elections, Coalitions, and Legislative Outcomes,”
American Political Science Review, 82, 405-422.

(1990): “Stable Portfolio Allocations,” American Political Science Review, 84, 891-906.

BARON, D. P. (1989): “A Noncooperative Theory of Legislative Coalitions,” American Journal of
Political Science, 33, 1048-1084.

(1991): “A Spatial Bargaining Theory of Government Formation in a Parliamentary System,”

American Political Science Review, 85, 137-164.

(1993): “Government Formation and Endogenous Parties,” American Political Science Review,

87, 34-47.

(1998): “Comparative Dynamics of Parliamentary Governments,” American Political Science
Review, 92, 593-609.

BARON, D. P, AND D. DIERMEIER (2001): “Elections, Governments, and Parliaments in Propor-
tional Representation Systems,” Quarterly Journal of Economics, 116, 933-967.

BARON, D. P., AND J. FEREJOHN (1989): “Bargaining in Legislatures,” American Political Science
Review, 83, 1181-1206.

BARRO, R. J. (1991): “Economic Growth in a Cross Section of Countries,” Quarterly Journal of
Economics, 106, 407-443.

BESLEY, T., AND S. COATE (1997): “Analyzing the Case of Government Intervention in a Repre-
sentative Democracy,” Unpublished Manuscript, London School of Economics.

(1998): “Centralized versus Decentralized Provision of Local Public Goods: A Political Econ-
omy Analysis,” Unpublished Manuscript, London School of Economics.

DIERMEIER, D., AND T. J. FEDDERSEN (1998): “Cohesion in Legislatures and the Vote of Confi-
dence Procedure,” American Politcal Science Review, 92, 611-621.

DIERMEIER, D., AND A. MERLO (2000): “Government Turnover in Parliamentary Democracies,”
Journal of Economic Theory, 94, 46-79.

GROsSMAN, G., AND E. HELPMAN (1994): “Protection for Sale,” American Economic Review, 84,
833-850.

JOHNSON, N., AND S. KOoTz (1970): Distributions in Statistics: Continuous Univariate Distributions, 2
Volumes. New York: John Wiley & Sons.

KING, G., J. ALT, N. BURNS, AND M. LAVER (1990): “A Unified Model of Cabinet Dissolution in
Parliamentary Democracies,” American Journal of Political Science, 34, 846-871.

LAVER, M., AND N. SCHOFIELD (1990): Multiparty Government: The Politics of Coalition in Europe.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

LAVER, M., AND K. A. SHEPSLE (1990): “Coalitions and Cabinet Government,” American Political
Science Review, 84, 873-890.

(1996): Making and Breaking Governments: Cabinets and Legislatures in Parliamentary Democ-

racies. Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press.




70 D. DIERMEIER, H. ERASLAN, AND A. MERLO

(1998): “Events, Equilibria, and Government Survival,” American Journal of Political Science,
42, 28-55.

LUPHART, A. (1984): Democracies: Patterns of Majoritarian and Consensus Government in Twenty-one
Countries. New Haven: Yale University Press.

LuPIA, A., AND K. STROM (1995): “Coalition Termination and the Strategic Timing of Parliamentary
Elections,” American Political Science Review, 89, 648—-669.

MACKIE, T., AND R. ROSE (1990): The International Almanac of Electoral History, 3rd Edition.
New York: Facts on File.

MCFADDEN, D. (1973): “Conditional Logit Analysis of Qualitative Choice Behavior,” in Frontiers in
Econometrics, ed. by P. Zarembka. New York: Academic Press, 105-142.

MERLO, A. (1997): “Bargaining over Governments in a Stochastic Environment,” Journal of Political
Economy, 105, 101-131.

(1998): “Economic Dynamics and Government Stability in Postwar Italy,” Review of Economics
and Statistics, 80, 629-637.

MERLO, A., AND C. WILSON (1995): “A Stochastic Model of Sequential Bargaining with Complete
Information,” Econometrica, 63, 371-399.

(1998): “Efficient Delays in a Stochastic Model of Bargaining,” Economic Theory, 11, 39-55.

MULLER, W. C,, AND K. STROM (EDS.) (2000): Coalition Governments in Western Europe. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

MYERSON, R. (1993): “Effectiveness of Electoral Systems for Reducing Government Corruption:
A Game-Theoretic Analysis,” Games and Economic Behavior, 5, 118-132.

PERSSON, T., G. ROLAND, AND G. TABELLINI (1997): “Separation of Powers and Political Account-
ability,” Quarterly Journal of Economics, 112, 1163-1202.

(2000): “Comparative Politics and Public Finance,” Journal of Political Economy, 108,
1121-1161.

PERSSON, T., AND G. TABELLINI (2000): Political Economics: Explaining Economic Policy.
Cambridge: MIT Press.

RusT, J. (1987): “Optimal Replacement of GMC Bus Engines: An Empirical Model of Harold
Zurcher,” Econometrica, 55, 999-1033.

STROM, K. (1990): Minority Government and Majority Rule. Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University
Press.

WARWICK, P. (1994): Government Survival in Parliamentary Democracies. Cambridge, U.K.:
Cambridge University Press.




http://www.jstor.org

LINKED CITATIONS
-Page1lof6-

You have printed the following article:

A Structural Model of Government Formation

Daniel Diermeier; Hulya Eraslan; Antonio Merlo

Econometrica, Vol. 71, No. 1. (Jan., 2003), pp. 27-70.

Stable URL:

http://links.jstor.org/sici 2sici=0012-9682%628200301%2971%3A 1%3C27%3AA SMOGF%3E2.0.CO%3B2-T

This article references the following linked citations. If you are trying to access articles from an
off-campus location, you may be required to first logon via your library web site to access JSTOR. Please
visit your library's website or contact a librarian to learn about options for remote access to JSTOR.

[Footnotes]

°Elections, Coalitions, and L egislative Outcomes

David Austen-Smith; Jeffrey Banks

The American Political Science Review, Vol. 82, No. 2. (Jun., 1988), pp. 405-422.

Stable URL:

http:/links.jstor.org/si¢i 2si ci=0003-0554%628198806%2982%3A 2%63C405%3A ECAL 0%3E2.0.C0%3B2-C

° Stable Gover nments and the Allocation of Policy Portfolios
David Austen-Smith; Jeffrey Banks

The American Political Science Review, Vol. 84, No. 3. (Sep., 1990), pp. 891-906.
Stable URL:

http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-0554%28199009%2984%3A 3%3C891%3A SGATA O%3E2.0.CO%3B2-H

° A Noncooper ative Theory of L egislative Coalitions
David P. Baron

American Journal of Palitical Science, Vol. 33, No. 4. (Nov., 1989), pp. 1048-1084.
Stable URL:

http://links.jstor.org/si ci ?sici=0092-5853%28198911%2933%3A 4%3C1048%3AANTOL C%3E2.0.CO%3B2-T

°A Spatial Bargaining Theory of Government Formation in Parliamentary Systems
David P. Baron

The American Political Science Review, Val. 85, No. 1. (Mar., 1991), pp. 137-164.

Stable URL:

http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-0554%28199103%2985%3A 1%3C137%3AASBTOG%3E2.0.CO%3B2-6

NOTE: The reference numbering fromthe original has been maintained in this citation list.


http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0012-9682%28200301%2971%3A1%3C27%3AASMOGF%3E2.0.CO%3B2-T&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-0554%28198806%2982%3A2%3C405%3AECALO%3E2.0.CO%3B2-C&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-0554%28199009%2984%3A3%3C891%3ASGATAO%3E2.0.CO%3B2-H&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0092-5853%28198911%2933%3A4%3C1048%3AANTOLC%3E2.0.CO%3B2-T&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-0554%28199103%2985%3A1%3C137%3AASBTOG%3E2.0.CO%3B2-6&origin=JSTOR-pdf

http://www.jstor.org

LINKED CITATIONS
- Page2of 6 -

°Gover nment Formation and Endogenous Parties

David P. Baron

The American Political Science Review, Vol. 87, No. 1. (Mar., 1993), pp. 34-47.

Stable URL:

http:/links.jstor.org/si¢i 2sici=0003-0554%28199303%2987%3A 1%3C34%3A GFA EP%3E2.0.CO%3B2-6

° Compar ative Dynamics of Parliamentary Gover nments
David P. Baron

The American Political Science Review, Vol. 92, No. 3. (Sep., 1998), pp. 593-6009.
Stable URL:
http:/links.jstor.org/sici 2si ci=0003-0554%28199809%62992%3A 3%3C593%3A CDOPG%3E2.0.CO%3B2-G

°Bargaining in Legislatures

David P. Baron; John A. Fergjohn

The American Political Science Review, Vol. 83, No. 4. (Dec., 1989), pp. 1181-1206.
Stable URL:

http:/linksjstor.org/sici 2sici=0003-0554%28198912%2983%3A 4%3C1181%3A BIL %3E2.0.CO%3B2-N

°Coalitions and Cabinet Gover nment

Michael Laver; Kenneth A. Shepsle

The American Political Science Review, Vol. 84, No. 3. (Sep., 1990), pp. 873-890.

Stable URL:

http:/links.jstor.org/sici 2sici=0003-0554%28199009%2984%3A 3%3C873%3A CA CG%3E2.0.CO%3B2-Q

°Events, Equilibria, and Gover nment Survival

Michael laver; Kenneth A. Shepsle

American Journal of Palitical Science, Vol. 42, No. 1. (Jan., 1998), pp. 28-54.

Stable URL:

http://links.jstor.org/sici ?sici=0092-5853%28199801%62942%3A 1%3C28%3A EEA GS%3E2.0.CO%3B2-D

°Coalition Termination and the Strategic Timing of Parliamentary Elections
Arthur Lupia; Kaare Strom

The American Political Science Review, Vol. 89, No. 3. (Sep., 1995), pp. 648-665.
Stable URL:

http://links.jstor.org/si ci ?sici=0003-0554%28199509%2989%3A 3%3C648%3A CTAT ST %3E2.0.CO%3B2-P

NOTE: The reference numbering fromthe original has been maintained in this citation list.


http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-0554%28199303%2987%3A1%3C34%3AGFAEP%3E2.0.CO%3B2-6&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-0554%28199809%2992%3A3%3C593%3ACDOPG%3E2.0.CO%3B2-G&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-0554%28198912%2983%3A4%3C1181%3ABIL%3E2.0.CO%3B2-N&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-0554%28199009%2984%3A3%3C873%3ACACG%3E2.0.CO%3B2-Q&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0092-5853%28199801%2942%3A1%3C28%3AEEAGS%3E2.0.CO%3B2-D&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-0554%28199509%2989%3A3%3C648%3ACTATST%3E2.0.CO%3B2-P&origin=JSTOR-pdf

http://www.jstor.org

LINKED CITATIONS
- Page30f 6-

References

Elections, Coalitions, and L egislative Outcomes
David Austen-Smith; Jeffrey Banks
The American Political Science Review, Vol. 82, No. 2. (Jun., 1988), pp. 405-422.

Stable URL:
http://links.jstor.org/si ci ?si ¢i=0003-0554%28198806%02982%3A 2%3C405%3AECAL O0%3E2.0.CO%3B2-C

Stable Governments and the Allocation of Policy Portfolios

David Austen-Smith; Jeffrey Banks

The American Political Science Review, Vol. 84, No. 3. (Sep., 1990), pp. 891-906.
Stable URL:

http://linksjstor.org/sici ?sici=0003-0554%28199009%2984%3A 3%3C891%63A SGA TAO%3E2.0.CO%3B2-H

A Noncooper ative Theory of Legislative Coalitions

David P. Baron

American Journal of Palitical Science, Vol. 33, No. 4. (Nov., 1989), pp. 1048-1084.
Stable URL:

http://links.jstor.org/sici 2sici=0092-5853%28198911%2933%3A 4%3C1048%3AANTOL C%3E2.0.CO%3B2-T

A Spatial Bargaining Theory of Government For mation in Parliamentary Systems
David P. Baron

The American Political Science Review, Vol. 85, No. 1. (Mar., 1991), pp. 137-164.
Stable URL:

http://linksjstor.org/sici ?sici=0003-0554%28199103%2985%3A 1963C137%3AA SBTOG%3E2.0.CO%3B2-6

Government Formation and Endogenous Parties
David P. Baron
The American Political Science Review, Vol. 87, No. 1. (Mar., 1993), pp. 34-47.

Stable URL:
http://links.jstor.org/si ci ?si ¢i=0003-0554%28199303%2987%3A 1%3C34%3A GFA EP%3E2.0.CO%3B2-6

Compar ative Dynamics of Parliamentary Governments

David P. Baron

The American Political Science Review, Vol. 92, No. 3. (Sep., 1998), pp. 593-6009.

Stable URL:

http:/links.jstor.org/sici 2sici=0003-0554%28199809%2992%3A 3%3C593%3A CDOPG%3E2.0.CO%3B2-G

NOTE: The reference numbering fromthe original has been maintained in this citation list.


http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-0554%28198806%2982%3A2%3C405%3AECALO%3E2.0.CO%3B2-C&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-0554%28199009%2984%3A3%3C891%3ASGATAO%3E2.0.CO%3B2-H&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0092-5853%28198911%2933%3A4%3C1048%3AANTOLC%3E2.0.CO%3B2-T&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-0554%28199103%2985%3A1%3C137%3AASBTOG%3E2.0.CO%3B2-6&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-0554%28199303%2987%3A1%3C34%3AGFAEP%3E2.0.CO%3B2-6&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-0554%28199809%2992%3A3%3C593%3ACDOPG%3E2.0.CO%3B2-G&origin=JSTOR-pdf

http://www.jstor.org

LINKED CITATIONS
- Page4 of 6 -

Bargaining in Legislatures

David P. Baron; John A. Fergjohn

The American Political Science Review, Vol. 83, No. 4. (Dec., 1989), pp. 1181-1206.
Stable URL:

http:/linksjstor.org/sici 2sici=0003-0554%28198912%2983%3A 4%3C1181%3A BIL %3E2.0.CO%3B2-N

Economic Growth in a Cross Section of Countries

Robert J. Barro

The Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol. 106, No. 2. (May, 1991), pp. 407-443.
Stable URL :

http:/linksjstor.org/sici 2sici=0033-5533%28199105%29106%3A 2063C407%3A EGIA CS%3E2.0.CO%3B2-C

Protection for Sale

Gene M. Grossman; Elhanan Helpman

The American Economic Review, Vol. 84, No. 4. (Sep., 1994), pp. 833-850.

Stable URL:

http:/links.jstor.org/si ci 2si ¢i=0002-8282%628199409%2984%3A 4%3C833%3A PFS%3E2.0.CO%3B2-Y

A Unified Model of Cabinet Dissolution in Parliamentary Democracies

Gary King; James E. Alt; Nancy Elizabeth Burns; Michael Laver

American Journal of Political Science, Vol. 34, No. 3. (Aug., 1990), pp. 846-871.
Stable URL:

http://linksjstor.org/sici ?sici=0092-5853%28199008%2934%3A 3%3C846%63A A UM OCD%3E2.0.CO%3B2-W

Coalitions and Cabinet Gover nment

Michael Laver; Kenneth A. Shepsle

The American Political Science Review, Vol. 84, No. 3. (Sep., 1990), pp. 873-890.

Stable URL:

http:/links.jstor.org/si ci 2si ¢i=0003-0554%28199009%2984%3A 3%3C873%3A CA CG%3E2.0.CO%3B2-Q

Events, Equilibria, and Gover nment Survival

Michael laver; Kenneth A. Shepsle

American Journal of Political Science, Vol. 42, No. 1. (Jan., 1998), pp. 28-54.

Stable URL:

http:/links.jstor.org/sici 2sici=0092-5853%28199801%2942%3A 1%3C28%3A EEA GS%3E2.0.CO%3B2-D

NOTE: The reference numbering fromthe original has been maintained in this citation list.


http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-0554%28198912%2983%3A4%3C1181%3ABIL%3E2.0.CO%3B2-N&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0033-5533%28199105%29106%3A2%3C407%3AEGIACS%3E2.0.CO%3B2-C&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0002-8282%28199409%2984%3A4%3C833%3APFS%3E2.0.CO%3B2-Y&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0092-5853%28199008%2934%3A3%3C846%3AAUMOCD%3E2.0.CO%3B2-W&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-0554%28199009%2984%3A3%3C873%3ACACG%3E2.0.CO%3B2-Q&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0092-5853%28199801%2942%3A1%3C28%3AEEAGS%3E2.0.CO%3B2-D&origin=JSTOR-pdf

http://www.jstor.org

LINKED CITATIONS
- Page5o0f 6 -

Coalition Termination and the Strategic Timing of Parliamentary Elections
Arthur Lupia; Kaare Strom

The American Political Science Review, Vol. 89, No. 3. (Sep., 1995), pp. 648-665.
Stable URL:

http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-0554%28199509%2989%3A 3%3C648%3A CTATST %3E2.0.CO%3B2-P

Bargaining over Governmentsin a Stochastic Environment
Antonio Merlo

The Journal of Palitical Economy, Vol. 105, No. 1. (Feb., 1997), pp. 101-131.
Stable URL:

http://links.jstor.org/si ci ?sici=0022-3808%28199702%29105%3A 1%3C101%3ABOGIA S%3E2.0.CO%3B2-1

Economic Dynamics and Gover nment Stability in Postwar Italy
Antonio Merlo

The Review of Economics and Statistics, Vol. 80, No. 4. (Nov., 1998), pp. 629-637.
Stable URL:

http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0034-6535%28199811%2980%3A 4%3C629%3A EDA GS| %3E2.0.CO%3B2-3

A Stochastic Model of Sequential Bargaining with Complete I nformation
Antonio Merlo; Charles Wilson

Econometrica, Vol. 63, No. 2. (Mar., 1995), pp. 371-399.
Stable URL:

http://links.jstor.org/si ci ?sici=0012-9682%28199503%2963%3A 2%3C371%3AA SMOSB%3E2.0.CO%3B2-C

Separ ation of Power s and Political Accountability
Torsten Persson; Gerard Roland; Guido Tabellini

The Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol. 112, No. 4. (Nov., 1997), pp. 1163-1202.
Stable URL:

http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0033-5533%28199711%29112%3A4%3C1163%3A SOPA PA%3E2.0.CO%3B2-W

Compar ative Politics and Public Finance
Torsten Persson; Gerard Roland; Guido Tabellini

The Journal of Political Economy, Vol. 108, No. 6. (Dec., 2000), pp. 1121-1161.
Stable URL:

http://links.jstor.org/si ci ?sici=0022-3808%28200012%29108%3A 6%3C1121%3A CPA PF%3E2.0.CO%3B2-X

NOTE: The reference numbering fromthe original has been maintained in this citation list.


http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0003-0554%28199509%2989%3A3%3C648%3ACTATST%3E2.0.CO%3B2-P&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0022-3808%28199702%29105%3A1%3C101%3ABOGIAS%3E2.0.CO%3B2-1&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0034-6535%28199811%2980%3A4%3C629%3AEDAGSI%3E2.0.CO%3B2-3&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0012-9682%28199503%2963%3A2%3C371%3AASMOSB%3E2.0.CO%3B2-C&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0033-5533%28199711%29112%3A4%3C1163%3ASOPAPA%3E2.0.CO%3B2-W&origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0022-3808%28200012%29108%3A6%3C1121%3ACPAPF%3E2.0.CO%3B2-X&origin=JSTOR-pdf

http://www.jstor.org

LINKED CITATIONS
- Page 6 of 6 -

Optimal Replacement of GM C Bus Engines. An Empirical Model of Harold Zur cher

John Rust

Econometrica, Vol. 55, No. 5. (Sep., 1987), pp. 999-1033.

Stable URL:

http://links,jstor.org/sici 2sici=0012-9682%628198709%2955%3A 5%3C999%3A OROGBEY%3E2.0.CO%3B2-N

NOTE: The reference numbering fromthe original has been maintained in this citation list.


http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0012-9682%28198709%2955%3A5%3C999%3AOROGBE%3E2.0.CO%3B2-N&origin=JSTOR-pdf



