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Abstract This paper tracks a path from electoral results to government formatiander to
assess whether the characteristics of the party system put forware spatial theory of voting
may influence, and how, the relationship between electoral system aachgtent stability. In
this regard we perform a simulation concerning the 2006 Italian genleia, by computing
the parliamentary seats that parties would get in an election through vatenisral systems,
starting from given electors’ votes. We then introduce two well-knowneytivaoretical models
that explain stability and instability of coalition governments. We draw sometediactual
deductions about what would have occurred to Italian governmerilitstétother electoral sys-
tems had been in use. The results of our simulation suggest that the statiliyquences of
technical changes in an electoral system are influenced by the spatiakfeof the party system.
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1. Introduction

The impact of electoral systems on the functioning of demochas been extensively
considered in the literature of political science. Stengrfiom Maurice Duverger’s
“sociological law” (Duverger 1954), a systematic analyss linked the consequences
of electoral systems on party systems and parliamentargritieg to various indices
such as representation threshold, deviation from propmatity, district magnitude
(Lijphart 1999; Taagepera and Shugart 1989). In their thesé¢ consequences are
measured by a set of indices such as fractionalization (B@g)1polarization (Powell
1982), effective number of parties (Laakso and TaageperQ)19A rather different
perspective considers these numerical indices unsdtisfa@as they do not take due
account of parties mutual positions and forces in a partieaysand proposes to dis-
count the parties that have neither coalition potentialblackmail potential (Sartori
1976, p. 122-24). Moreover, as government stability dep@mdthe structure of leg-
islature, and legislative majorities are often manufadusy the electoral system, the
role of the electoral systems in the stability of governradras begun to be extensively
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investigated (Holler 1987; Cox 1997). These studies, a$ ageBartori's proposal,
were both inspired by thgpatial theory of votingwhich has progressively become the
standard framework of the formal analysis of committee dacteral decisions (Black
1958; Downs 1957; Plott 1967; McKelvey 1976; Enelow and £tirni984).

On the other side, the empirical research on governmenilistdinks it either
to Parliament’s characteristics (mainly the fragmentatiad polarization of the party
system in representative assemblies) or to governmeratsiries (basically its ideo-
logical compactness) (Strgm et al. 1988; King et al. 1990wk 1994). In this
sense, this area of research shows that the relationshigéetelectoral system and
government stability is fundamentally an indirect onef tharks through its (possible)
impact on the nature and structure of the parliamentary sstem.

This paper is an attempt to track a path from electoral resoilgovernment forma-
tion in a case study of multiparty parliamentary democracgrder to assess whether
the characteristics of the party system put forward by tleialtheory of voting may
influence, and how, the relationship between electoraksysind government stability.

In Section 2 we take advantage of ALEX 4.1.3 software progi@nthe compu-
tation of the parliamentary seats that parties would genielaction through various
electoral systems, starting from given electors’ votesg¢By et al. 2004). In particular
we perform a simulation concerning the Italian generaltedadn April 2006. In Sec-
tion 3, a particular methodology for building the politicglace, where parliamentary
parties place themselves and interact, is dealt with. Hanc®ection 4 we introduce
two well-known game theoretical models that try to expldiabgity and instability
of coalition governments. In Section 5, putting all precedfindings together, we
can draw some counterfactual deductions about what wowld becurred to Italian
government stability if other electoral systems had beens® The results of our
simulation suggest that the stability consequences ohteahchanges in an electoral
system may be influenced by the spatial features of the pgsters.

2. A simulation under six different electoral rules

We first put into ALEX 4.1.3 the percentages that partiesigtité 2006 Italian general
election. For simplicity, we will concentrate in all our gitations and analyses only
on the Lower Chamber of the Italian Parliame@amera dei Deputatitherein after
Camerg.

The 2006 election was held with an electoral system estadlis late 2005, which
re-introduced proportional representation with a majopitize for the winning pre-
electoral coalition. In the Camera a party needs to getetbeat the national level
(if it belongs to a coalition who gets at least 10% on natidvesis) or at least 4%
(if it competes alone) in order to participate to the seattrithution. Moreover, every
vote given to a party is counted for the respective coaljtimgardless of the vote
share of the party. As in 2006 only two coalitions were cornmggtwhich included
all parties, the incentives for strategic voting were alhmamexistent. That gives us
the opportunity to use the revealed political preferendeth® Italian voters as their
sincere preferences (see Fragnelli et al. 2005 on this)point
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Table 1 presents in its first row the two pre-electoral cmalg: centre-right led by
the incumbent Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconi and cedéftled by the challenger
Romano Prodi. The parties we have considered, divided dicgpto their political
coalition, are listed on the second line. In the third rowtigat positions along a 1
to 20 left-right scale (where 1 means extreme left and 2Gexrright) are reported.
They are derived from the expert survey to be dealt with inrteet sectiort. The
fourth row of the Table is a slight elaboration of the pereget of votes that parties
gained. In fact we have decided to deal only with the 14 paitieluded in the survey
we have adopted to build the policy sp&cEinally, the fifth row shows the number of
constituencies where parties are concentrated, while thei coefficients of concen-
tration are reported in the sixéh.

Table 1. Italian general elections data in 200Bamera dei Deputa{islightly elaborated)

The Union House of Freedoms
Centre-left pre-electoral coalition Centre-right pre-electoral coalition

Rc Pdci Verdi Ulivo Rosa Iv UdeuNpsi Udc Fi An  Ln Msft As

Left-right 23 31 42 73 82 94 106 118123 15 16.3 17.3 11
% votes 6.16 2.62 2.36 31.7 29 2.6 1.7 0.8 6.84 23.87 12.4401650.72

Coefficient 1.381.43 158 141 162 2 239 0 148 O 15 227 0 0
Conc. districts 54 80 46 51 18 26 131 0 34 O 34 131 0 O

Note: Rc = Rifondazione Comunista; Pdci = Partito dei Comuitaliani; Verdi = Verdi; Ulivo = Ulivo;
Rosa = Rosa nel pugno; Iv = Italia dei Valori; Udeur = Unioneniaeratici per 'Europa; Npsi = Nuovo
Partito Socialista; Udc = Unione dei Democratici Cristidfii= Forza Italia; An = Alleanza Nazionale; Ln
= Lega Nord; Msft = Movimento Sociale Fiamma Tricolore; As = Aiftativa Sociale.

We have put these electoral data in ALEX program, procedsieig in a number
of electoral systems that the program takes into accourgy are:

(i) Holland: a proportional system with a single national district, wit' Hondt
rounding and a 0.67% threshold (similar to the one used irDieh Lower
Chamber);

(ii) ltaly 48-92 a proportional system with Imperiali rounding and withgardis-
tricts (magnitude: 18), similar to the one used during thédh First Republic
(1948-92);

(i) Germany a proportional system with a single national district, wit Hondt
divisor system rounding and a 5% threshold;

1 Let us anticipate, however, that, assuming a one-dimensipaak for the electoral competition (as done
in ALEX) and a multidimensional space for assessing the deafrs&bility of a government (as we will do

in our theoretical analysis) does not amount to a contraxfictbnce we recognize how the electoral debate
is usually simplified and consolidated into left-right diff@ces, while policy debates in elected Parliaments
tend to specialize in a variety of issues. See Budge et &01(38 61).

2 We have assigned the votes of excluded parties by proximiynajor party.

3 We assume conventionally that a party is concentrated in atit@ency if the share of votes for that
party is at least 1.3 times its national share. With this cotige the concentration index for each party is
calculated following the definition and procedure in Otteneal. (2009).
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(iv) Spain a proportional d’Hondt system at the district level with% 8f threshold
and a magnitude of 7, reminding the system currently usegainS

(v) Italy 94—01 a mixed majoritarian/proportional system, somehow ckosthat
adopted in ltaly in the 1994, 1996, and 2001 general elesfion

(vi) UK:the English plurality system (first past the post).

For bothltaly 94—01and UK we consider the possibility of strategic voting. In
particular, we set it to its extreme intensity, which mednag in each district an elector
will vote with certainty for the largest party of the pre-glieral coalition to which that
party belongs. Implicitly this assumption entails thatheaoalition presents in each
constituency one only candidateThis way to represent the mixed and the plurality
system is a clearly strong advantage for the largest pargaci coalition (i.e., Ulivo
and Fi), given that in almost all districts these two partes the largest of their re-
spective coalition. As a consequence, voters will rarelyelthe chance to vote for a
candidate other than one belonging to Ulivo or Fi.

The above mentioned assumption implies that minor parteg@ to become
members of pre-electoral coalitions in which they have fically no hope of winning
a seat. This seems to be in contradiction with our generahgsson of parties as ra-
tional actors. The apparent inconsistency is solved, hewewnsidering that under the
Italy 94—-01system, the plurality component of the electoral systenaimec“propor-
tionalised” (Bartolini et al. 2004). That means that partié each pre-electoral coali-
tions used to accept “stand-down agreements” (in Italiatti'pli desistenza”) through
which a unique candidate of the coalition is presented iglstmember districts. This
allowed even minor parties to present their own candidatsoine pre-definite dis-
tricts as coalition candidate, with the pact that all othartips of the coalition would
abstain to present their candidates. Introducing thesa-gdalitional pacts in our ana-
lysis, we assume that the following “allocation-rule” igpdipd: each member party of
a coalition receives a number of “safe” seats in single memhgality districts that
is roughly proportional to the size of their electoral cdmition to the success of the
coalition. In our case, this “size of contribution” imputedsmaller parties is assessed
according to the average of parties’ results in the two lsitons held in Italy with
a PR system before 2006 (the European election of 2004 anBdfmnal election
of 2005). Conversely, the reason why larger parties acdejpie allocation-rule in
the ltaly 94-01era, is that smaller allies are generally equipped with ssictemable
proportion of loyal voters (i.e., willing to vote for theinm parties regardless of strate-
gic reasons) and that gives them an “electoral blackmailgpowhich larger parties
cannot ignore (Bartolini et al. 2004).

The simulated results for these revised electoral systearseditaly 94—-01 re-
visedand UK revised are reported in Table 2, together with those of the other six

4 In our simulation we assign 25% of the seats through propuatity (with a threshold of 4% and Hare
rounding) and 75% through plurality.

5 ALEX 4.1.3 computes the probability of strategic votipgn the following way: p = 1 —kD/100, where
0 < D <100 is the distance between the preferred party and theslgpgety of the coalition. We sé&t= 0
(which maximises strategic voting).

308 AUCO Czech Economic Review, vol. 3, no. 3



Electoral Systems and Government Stability: A Simulation of 2006 Italian PSjace

systems already presented. In the whole exercise we hawideoed a unicameral
Parliament composed of 630 seats (like the eainerg and an equal number of dis-
tricts, each one with 100 electors. Clearly the eight siteddegislatures differ from
one another in the number of seats that parties receive.

Table 2. Eight parliaments@amera dei Deputafisimulated through ALEX

Actual Italy
Parties % votes Italy Hol- ~ ltaly ~ Ger- Spain @y 9401 uk YK
land 48-92 many 94-01 ~ . revised
2006 revised
S Rc 616 44 39 40 48 11 12 40 O 38
c ® Pdci 262 19 16 7 0 0 0 12 0 17
2 8 Verdi 236 12 15 5 0 0 0 13 0 17
afqla Ulivo 31.7 227 203 220 246 276 297 216 319 210
£ 4 Rosa 290 19 18 23 0 0 0 10 0 13
s v 260 13 16 13 0 0 0 9 0 12
" O Udeur 170 12 10 7 0 0 0 9 0 12
§ S Npsi 080 6 5 0 0 0 0 8 0 1
3 T Udc 6.84 38 43 40 53 7 13 43 1 41
E S Fi 23.87 139 153 167 186 218 247 145 271 135
5 S An 12.44 76 79 82 97 94 52 81 39 1
@ ¢ Ln 465 25 29 26 0 24 9 3 0 37
3 £ Msft 0.65 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3
T8 As 072 0 4 0 0 0 0 6 0 7
Total 100 630 630 630 630 630 630 630 630 630
Winner U U Tie HoF HoF HoF HoF U U
Majority 346 317 315 336 343 321 321 319 319

Note: HoF = House of Freedoms, U = the Union.

Let us draw attention on two outcomes of the simulation. lnadhse oHolland,
which most resembles the actual 2006 Italian electoraésysthe centre-left coalition
wins by a very narrow margin. As that system actually produtbe victory of the
centre-left for less than 30.000 votes (over more than 40am)| we interpret this
closeness between real and simulated results as a valigigk®of our exercise. More-
over, withltaly 94—-01 reviseéndUK revisedthe distribution of seats is definitely very
much closer to the real one than the distribution resultiitg taly 94-01andUK re-
spectively. That means that the allocation rule hypotleglsier sharing seats within
the “revised” systems is quite a good proxy for the stratethet parties undertook in
the Italian fractionalised party system in order to prevanteffect of plurality.

3. The political space: survey and data analysis

The legislatures derived from ALEX 4.1.3 are now to be plaogalthe political space
where parties interact to form a coalition government.

Contemporary political analysis adopts several methoawsliect the data neces-
sary for building such a space and for envisaging partiesitions in it (Mair 2001).
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We chose the “expert survey” method. In this kind of reseaacurvey is administered
directly to country specialists who are asked to locateigmit their “own” countries
on a (set of) predefined policy dimension(s): from the gdnlefaright scale, to a
variety of more specific dimensions.

We have employed the expert survey kindly provided us by Bemal Laver that
the two authors ran just few weeks before the 2006 eleétidtere nine policy di-
mensions are included: (i) economic policy (interpretethagrade-off between lower
taxes and higher public spending); (ii) social liberalismerpreted as policies on mat-
ters such as abortion, gay rights, and euthanasia); (idgiealization of decision
making; (iv) environmental policy (interpreted as the &raudf between environmental
protection and economic growth); (v) deregulation (inteted as the degree of state
involvement in economic regulation); (vi) immigration\auring policies designed to
help immigrants to integrate into the national sociesyfavouring policies designed
to help immigrants to return to their country of origin); ifEU policy authority (in-
terpreted as whether the domain within which the EU can aitétively make policy
decision should be expanded or restricted); (viii) EU acdahility (interpreted as
whether the lives of citizens should be influenced direcyhygJ through its institu-
tions such as the European Parliament or should insteadgbtated by national go-
vernments); (ix) EU security (a policy dimension on the éssfiexpanding the role of
the EU in collective security, foreign policy, peacekegpamd other military affairs).
For each policy dimension Benoit and Laver use a scale rgninom 1 to 20. The
experts were also asked to locate each party on a generablefidimension, where 1
indicates the extreme left and 20 the extreme right. Tabkp8nts the parties’ mean
location given by the experts for the nine dimensions andheieft-right scale (L-R).

Table 3. Summary data from the Italian expert survey (2006): means repofteakch party on
each dimension

Rc Pdci Verdi Ulivo Rosa v Udeur Npsi Udc Fi  An Ln Msft As

(i) 3.57 3.56 5.44 7.6711.75 8.52 9.16 11.26 10.67 16.82 106439 7.78 7.81
(i) 3.34 4.09 3.28 8.64 1.94 9.04 16.36 6.68 17.68 13.84 17888118.96 18.76
(i) 13.74 13.38 11.310.00 8.7010.86 11.72 9.4510.77 8.082132.11 17.91 17.67
(v) 5.25 6.09 2.30 8.7810.41 9.00 11.89 11.812.71 17.322146.26 12.40 12.82
(v) 3.13 359 553 8.96 14.29 858 9.2511.64 10.43 15.74 B4629 540 5.52
(vi) 2.85 3.37 3.32 594 6.43 8.79 10.18 10.11 11.59 14.66316%433 19.14 19.37
(vii) 11.38 10.53 7.65 6.13 6.45 7.62 9.91 9.58 9.47 15.74 13&%36 17.64 17.75
(vii) 7.26 7.53 6.56 6.98 5.63 7.33 10.14 9.7510.72 15.3 144%36.18.19 18.06
(ix) 16.89 1594 159 8.08 570 8.06 7.33 6.63 6.97 6.39 6.009121.56 10.47
L-R 2.28 3.05 4.15 7.30 8.19 9.35 10.60 11.82 12.33 14.98816/230 19.03 19.08

6 Note that this expert survey differs from the one publishedénoit and Laver (2006) that has been
administered, for the Italian case, in late 2002.
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We are, however, interested in the underlying significarfcéhe full set of po-
licy dimensions estimated for 2006 Italy. At this regard,canenon approach in the
literature is to use a principal components analysis, ad‘datluction” technique that
essentially groups together sets of highly correlatedhdes, identifying a lesser num-
ber of underlying factors that explain most of the variantéhie data. The meaning
of each underlying factor is then drawn from the set of vdeslthat contribute to its
definition.

In our case only two underlying factors extracted from theetisional analysis
registered an eigenvalue greater than one, explaining #3%edotal variance in the
data. On this account, therefore, we can assume with a gqoéxamation that our
policy space is two-dimensional. The first and most impdriactor is responsible for
about 50% of the whole variance of the data. By looking at tipeii variables loading
highly on it (social liberalism, environment, immigratioBU accountability and EU
authority), we can refer to this first latent factor as a “Pesgivism vs. Traditionalism
dimension”. The second factor emerging from this analyg@ains about 24% of the
variation in the input variables. We see from the table thistflactor appears to relate
to Italian parties’ positions on the two economic dimensi@axes vs. spending and
deregulation), and, to a lesser extent, on decentralizatia@ on the role of the EU
in collective security. Therefore we refer to this secontidaas a “State vs. Market
dimension”.

Figure 1 offers a visual picture of parties’ locations in the-dimensional policy
space according to their factor scores stemming from theeréaltiction implemented.
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Figure 1. Parties’ locations on the two-dimensional policy space
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3.1 Strategic models of government coalitions

We want now to figure out patterns of coalition governments i@hative policy pro-
grams from the spatial construction of the preceding secfi@ this purpose we will
employ two important models that have been proposed intérature: the first is thor-
oughly developed in Laver and Schofield (1990), and the sktobaver and Shepsle
(1996). As an application of game theory, both models aimibtfie equilibria of the
negotiation strategies that parties of a multiparty systemertake after an electoral
event in order to give rise to a policy agreement among [gréed then to a govern-
ment formed by those parties. Their common assumption igperiamentary parties
try to influence as much as possible the policy program of thegective government.
More precisely they both share the idea that parties’ payafé positively related to
the spatial proximity between their ideal points and thegyohgreement pledged by
the forthcoming governmeritAs a consequence, both models maintain that stability is
assured if a majority agreement among parties cannot batémdy other majorities,
finding a different agreement more valuable.

Here the problem arises whether models of post-electogaitis#ion among par-
liamentary parties fit the Italian situation that, since 4@%ction, has witnessed the
insurgence of pre-electoral coalitions among partiesAnizations. Recalling what we
said in the first section about the pre-electoral pacts arttatign parties, we maintain
that no contradiction exists in applying post-electoraldeis of parties’ strategies to
our case study. Italian pre-electoral coalitions have ledeed simple electoral group-
ings of parties formed as a means to win the elections, wittosi no further mutual
obligation. That has been realised by the already mentitstadd-down agreements”
in single-member districts, which have been the answer efpirty system to the
government attempt to simplify it through the partial imtuation of plurality. Conse-
quently, parties — and not coalitions — have remained themetiors of post-electoral
agreements to form a coalition government, and they havayshielt free to change
alliance in Parliament each time an opportunity occurresifaport policies closer to
their ideal points (on this point see also Giannetti and L&@1). This happened
regularly in Italy during thdtaly 94—0l1era, when no coalition government lasted its
expected term of office, being besieged by contrasting sl@ifthe member parties.
On this basis, neglecting the role of pre-electoral camiiiin determining parties’
behaviour within the parliamentary arena seems reasoirableg case study.

7 Accordingly, the theories we employ assume that any aprioggivernment coalition is indeed possible
within a given policy space, and that all considerations thatter for Parliamentary parties are embedded
in measures of distance and Parliamentary force in the pagliages In other words the spatial reasoning
takes account by its own nature of any possible politicagldgical concern, with no further need of side
hypothesis on amity or hostility among parties.

8 The first Berlusconi government, born in 1994, was dismissed Rarliament dissolved, in 1996 when
Ln abandoned it. After new elections, Prodi was appointeRrase Minister, but his first government lasted
only two years, and resigned when Rc left it. Afterwardseéhmore governments followed one upon the
other till 2001 elections, after which the second Berlus@mvernment took place that lasted relatively
lengthily (almost four years) although changing many impdrtamisters, because of serious contrasts
inside its own majority. Finally it was obliged to resign, amdhird Berlusconi government succeeded till
2006 elections that were held with a new proportional systdinen the second Prodi government was
appointed, but it resigned in 2008, when a minor partner atraedlits supporting majority.
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3.2 Laver and Schofield: the role of the Parliament

Laver and Schofield’s model (therein after LSC) concengrate the equilibrium po-
licy program that emerges from the constellation of pantigaces in the Parliament.
More in details, using LSC we focus on tpelicy stability during the lifespan of a
given legislature, i.e. on how the program agreed upon byrthgrity coalition that
won the post-electoral bargaining is indeed stable. As @equence LSC does not
assign any special role to the government as a political actilve process that bring
to its formation and stability. On the contrary, it centrepleitly on Parliamentary
dynamics.

The previous spatial theory considered at length the proltfeat, in a two-dimen-
sional spacegyclical majorities(McKelvey 1976) frequently occur when voters’ choi-
ces depend on more then one poficso that majority rule cannot effectively produce
a collective decision. However LSC introduces the concéptioning core i.e. the
set of those programs in the policy space that cannot berbbgta majority vote. In
this regard, the two authors were able to demonstrate thatwo-dimensional space
a winning core can exist, and corresponds to the ideal pnogfahe largest party, if it
happens that its location in the policy space is such thathmer policy program will be
preferred to it by some majority coalitions. Moreover tlekds place when athedian
linest® intersect at the largest party’s ideal point, which for tlegtson constitutes the
core party Therefore, when such a situation is verified, the negotigtamong parties
will end with a coalition government that has the core pastpanember and its ideal
point as a policy program.

Furthermore Laver and Schofield have showed that, when theing core is em-
pty, assuming that no policy proposals will be made that nzdlk@members of a majo-
rity coalition worse off, only the points in the policy spatet are Pareto optimal for
every majority coalition can be solutions of the bargaingagne among parties. The
space locus of these points has been nacyel® sef! Then, we can infer that the exi-
stence of a core party may enhance cabinet stability by gjithe core party a strong
bargaining position (Schofield, Grofman and Feld 1988). i@ndontrary the absence
of a core party may lead to cabinet break-up because if exngegvents change party
preferences even slightly, there are competing winnindjtemas that could form with
outcomes preferred to that produced by the present caoal(i@oofman 1989, p. 302).
In this sense, the width of the cycle set should be inversgéted to cabinet longevity.

3.3 Laver and Shepsle: the role of the Cabinet

Contrary to LSC model, Laver and Shepsle’s (therein aftéd ) &plicitly deals with
the government formation process, focusing in particutethe allocation of portfolios
in the cabinet.

The basic idea of LSH is that cabinet Ministers have full coinbver the policy

9 To be sure, parties are the voters in our post-electorainbédsional space.

10 A median line is a line dividing the policy space so that a majaf the voters’ ideal points lies on one
side and on it, while another majority lies on it and on the pthde.

11 Formally the cycle set is the area limited by the intersectich@median lines
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dimension associated with their ministry. That means thaheproposal to form a
coalition government, to be credible, must include a spealfocation of cabinet port-
folios among the coalition partners. Since the jurisditsiof key portfolios define the
dimensions of the policy space, the program of the proposalition on each policy
dimension must coincide with the preferred policy of thetp&w whom the portfolio
that controls that dimension has been allocated. That atetmsay that the legislature
is not allowed to vote on any possible policy package (i.eamn point in the policy
space), but only on alternative combinations of ministaiéscation (that form dattice
setof parties’ ideal policy combinations). The analytic pusp®f the model is then to
restrict the possible governments that can be formed, avéltly reduce the potential
for voting cycles in multi-dimensional policy spaces. Tkalistic side of its proposal
is to take account of the central role of the government (#ieret) in democratic law
making, with particular consideration of its agenda sgtpower.

A central concept of the model is theinsetof a government, defined as the set
of governments (i.e. ministries allocations) that someamités consider better than
that government. As for a two-dimensional policy space sscthat of our case study,
LSH amounts to consider governments characterized by twarkeistries. In this
case the authors show that a government consisting of thkeyportfolios allocated
to parties that are at the median position along the two kéigypdimensions is an
equilibrium if there is no alternative government in its aét. In other words, if there is
no new assignment of ministries that is preferred by anratére legislative majority,
the dimension-by-dimension median (DDM) cabinet is a staolution of the game
of forming a majority government. Moreover, if no DDM cabirexists with empty
winset in a given legislature, we would rank the differenérsarios of government
instability accordingly to the number of alternative govaents that are present in
the winset of the DDM cabinet: the higher that number is, tlerarcabinet cycles
are likely, and therefore the less cabinet stability is tgdr(see Warwick 1999 for a
similar approach).

4. Results and discussion

We need now to measure the stability of the eight legislatsimulated in Table 2 as it
is theoretically assessed. In other words, the same gartisgions in the policy space
of Figure 1 can form various unlike majorities in the diffetsimulated legislatures,
therefore giving rise to different degrees of governmeabitity, as it is assessed by
both LSC and LSH?

To take an example, Figure 2 (left side) shows what happerswhe applies LSC
to the two-dimensional Italian policy space of Figure 1 veéhparties’ parliamentary
forces are taken from Table 2 using tBermanyelectoral system. In this case, the
median lines do not intersect at a single point. As a consemgjave do not have a

12 We consider the policy preferences of the parties as ancai-prieceding the definition of the character-
istics of an electoral system and not significantly affeétg@ny change of it (at least in the short run). This
allows us to analyze the different simulated legislatureth Wie samepolicy space illustrated in Figure 1.
Although we recognize that different voting rules can polgsthange parties’ strategies, since they change
their incentives, we do not consider the issue here.
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Figure 2. The two-dimensional Italian policy space obtained usingGleemanyelectoral sys-
tem: an empty core and nonempty cycle set using LSC (left); indifferencves
related to DDM cabinet (Ulivo-Udc) with an empty winset using LSH (right)

core party. Another way to see this is by looking at the positf the largest party
of this simulated legislature (Ulivo), the only one whicmaaspire to become a core
party. Given its peripheral position, Ulivo is indeed exd#d by a large number of
possible majority coalition, so its aspiration can neverdmized. We are left with a
0.760 wide cycle-set including five parties (An, Fi, Udc, Rad Ulivo)13 Some level
of instability is thus the outcome theoretically expected.

The right side of Figure 2, on the contrary, stems from thdiegton of LSH to the
same simulation. The ideal points of the five parties have bdntified with dots and
labels, and come out from the intersection of the two co@teis representing the two
ideal party policies in our two-dimensional space. Foranse the two lines through
the dot labelled An represent An’s preferred positions anttho dimensions. Each
intersection of two lines represents a possible governmenta cabinet of two key
ministries controlling the two dimensions. Given the ppliimensions to which the
two latent factors are mostly correlated, we can attribuee'State vs. Market” dimen-
sion to the Finance Minister, and the “Progressivism vsdifi@alism” dimension
to the Prime Minister. For example, the intersection lazeIAR means a coalition
government assigning the Finance ministry to Rc and thedhtimister to An# In
Figure 2, in particular, we plotted the indifference curttest other parties reveal with
respect to the DDM cabinet formed by Ulivo (along the horiabaxis) and Udc (along

13 Cycle set width in Table 4 are reported in square-units spading to the dimensions of the axes in the
Figure. What is relevant is, of course, their relative width.

14 The apparent peripheral position of such a coalition in thlEp space is an evidence of its implausibility
as a stable government (see also fn. 7). A formal confirmatiohaafi be drawn from parties’ indifference
curves for AR, which reveal that its winset includes sevpaalsible governments.
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the vertical axis). As one can see, in this case the DDM wisssanpty. Therefore, by
applying LSH to this simulated legislature we can identifjach more stable situation
compared to LSC. We will go back to this point below.

The main results of our inquiry are reported in Table 4. Inftrs three columns
we report respectively a measure of the deviation from ptapwality of each electoral
system employed (estimated using the Gallagher indexhéijpl1999) together with
two indices which take account of the distribution of partsesgths in Parliament.
These are the Effective number of parties (Laakso and Taagd®79) and Polariza-
tion (Powell 1982). The first one weighs parties in relatiortheir strength, while
the second is a measure of support for extremist parti#hese two party-system fea-
tures together help to define “the bargaining context in tvhigovernment is forced to
survive” (Laver and Schofield 1990, p. 155). According to ¢nepirical studies cited
in the introduction, this context influences critically tlegel of government stability.
In particular, we should expect a higher level of stabilithem both previous values
decrease, precisely because this fact helps to create éesibgrgaining context. In
this sense, given the negative association that appeaabla 7 between the degree of
non-proportionality and both indices, we should anticpathigher degree of stability
as the degree of non-proportionality grows. However thjgeexation is not properly
confirmed by our simulations.

Table 4. An evaluation of the expected stability of simulated legislatures (LSC and LSH)

LSC LSH

Electoral G E p Cycle DDM  Parties controlling the portfolios
systems Core cabinet allocation in DDM cabinet and

Party - with empty alternative portfolios allocations

Width . . .
winset present in DDM winset

Holland 0.01 6.78 0.14 No 0.775 No win(Ulivo;UDEUR)= 2
Italy 94-01rev. 0.03 6.26 0.15 No 0.903 No win(Ulivo;UDEUR)= 2
UK revised 0.03 6.64 0.16 No 1.007 No win(Ulivo;Npsi)= 1
Italy 48-92 0.04 591 0.12 No 0.681 Yes win(Ulivo;UDEUR/UDC)= 0
Germany 0.09 466 0.08 No 0.76 Yes win(Ulivo;UDC)=0
Spain 0.14 3.68 0.04 No 1.039 No win(Ulivo;Fl)= 2
Italy 94-01 0.17 3.44 0.03 No 1.039 No win(Ulivo;Fl)= 1
UK 0.21 294 0 Yes 0 Yes win(Ulivo;Ulivo)= 0

Note: G = Gallagher index; E = Effective number of parties; PofaRzation index
* UDC and UDEUR share the median position along the second diorens

Indeed, as for LSC, stability is reached for the highestlleffaon-proportionality
(UK, where the Gallagher index is 0.21 and cycle set width is @praehow granted
result given that Ulivo controls the majority of seats (31210630, see Table 2). How-
ever, at the lowest level of non-proportionalitydlland) as well as at intermediate
levels (taly 48—92 andGermany we have relatively more stability (i.e., the cycle set
width is narrower) than at higher levelSgainandltaly 94-07).

15 We conventionally define “extremist parties” the parties tvathe left-right scale provided in Table 1
scored less than 3.5 or more than 16.5 (i.e., Rc, Pdci, Ln,, Msjt
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This far from regularly growing relationship between nawportionality and gov-
ernment stability appears also for LSH. In this case, we eantlat while stability
begins to reduce if we pass from extreme leld| to the following two higher levels
of non-proportionality Ifaly 94—01andSpain, it turns out to grow again for the two
intermediate proportional systemisaly 48—-92 andGermany in both cases we have
a DDM cabinet with an empty winset), before decreasing ogedneor the remaining
systemg®

These results do not suit therefore any simply growing ttegtsveen non-propor-
tionality and stability. It is possible, however, to getrfraghem an estimation of their
linear relationship. Indeed, if we plot the Gallagher indgrinst the cycle set width of
our eight simulated legislatures (i.e. the measure of thsfability as we have attained
it through LSC) we find that Pearson’s coefficient of coriietais —0.421. Although
this theoretically derived figure refers to a single casestit is interesting to com-
pare it with the same coefficient between non-proportioyalnd stability established
in empirical research. We have done this in Figure 3 staftioign data presented in
Lijphart (1999). In this case the correlation between gorent instability of Euro-
pean governments (expressed as the opposite of governmtiod) and the non-
proportionality of their electoral systems (expressed jldgher’s index) is-0.437,
which is, interestingly, quite close to our theoretical detibn’s.

However, measuring the instability of our simulated legfistes through LSH (i.e.
counting the number of alternative governments in the DDblrgat winset) the value
of correlation considerably decreasest0.330. To shed light on this difference, we
first consider the disagreement of the predictions envishgd SC and LSH, i.e. the
absolute stability attained b@ermanyand Italy 48-92for the latter but not for the
former. About this it is useful to go back to the different geective with which the
two models look at the stability of representative institns. Indeed, LSC stability
denotes parties’ ability to define a programmatic agreertientcan persist, therefore
evoking the power of the legislature to effectively addrées government’s action
agreed upon by a parliamentary majority. This can be obdaim&noted, only with the
presence of a core party.

Vice versa, LSH stability refers to ministers’ effectivaseo realize the policies
outlined in the programmatic agreement, therefore evoltiegpower of the cabinet to
avoid that parties, after having agreed on a given progr&cidd to break it, trying to
gain “visibility”. As a consequence, according to LSC, givitbe peripheral position
(see Figure 1) of the two major parties that can potentiapira to become core party
(Fi on one side, Ulivo on the other), the only way to creatbibtg is decreasing the
total number of parties so much that Fi or Ulivo can finally &@nof a majority of
seats by its own. This is reached in our simulated scenargsrj the case diK. On
the contrary, LSH stability does not depend on the (relasize of the parties involved

18 |t is worth noting that, while the “proportionalization” dfie plurality system (i.e UK revised under-
mines the stability of pur&K, bothmixed systems (with and without “proportionalization”) ptme a re-
markably similar (and unsatisfactory) level of instabilifhen our simulations suggest that the proportional
system newly introduced just before 2006 election cannatebponsible for the high level of instability
found in the Camera (see below). Indeed we should have expacignilar level of instability under the
previous mixed system.
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1945-1996: linear relationship with its 95% confidence interval repoudédirfal
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in a DDM cabinet, but merely on their positional advantaga situation in which the
government — and most notably the Ministers in the cabinetostrol the political
agenda. And that relieves the search for stability. Intarely, if we go back to Fig.3,
and we compute once again the usual correlation betweeprogortionality and ca-
binet instability, buthis timetaking into account the effect of the agenda setting power
of governments (as reported in Tsebelis 2002) this coioslggasses from-0.437 to
—0.180: a remarkable decrease that points out the impodbnplayed by the agenda
power of the government. This reduction in empirical daterons the weakening of
the relationship between non-proportionality and indiigtthat we have noticed above
in the models, passing from LSC to LSH.

4.1 A snapshot on the Italian 2006 Parliament

Let us now abandon the simulation and, as a supplementargigxelet us make a
note on the stability of the Italian legislature which startn 2006. As noticed above,
the Italian General Election of 2006 was highly competitiasulting in a victory of
the Union by a very narrow margin in terms of votes. Nevegbglthe electoral system
in force in theCameramanufactured a substantial majority in terms of seats bynsiea
of a majority prize, which gave rise to Prodi's governmens tAis majority is very
heterogeneous as for policy preferences, it might be ofestdo test its government
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stability through the theoretical framework we have introgd in this paper, and to
confront it with the empirical findings.

In Table 5 we report the estimated level of stability for Riodovernment. As we
can see, both LSC and LSH share the common judgement thatetieted stability
is remarkably low. In fact, no core party exists and the afeth@ cycle set is wide
for LSC7 In its turn LSH shows that no DDM cabinet with empty winsetstsd®
Moreover, considering that Prodi’s government is, with comventions, a Ulivo-Ulivo
onel® we can count eleven possible alternatives in the cabinetatin

Table 5. An evaluation of the expected stability for LSC and LSH (2006: Camer®dputati)

LsC LSH

Electoral G E p Cvecle DDM  Parties controlling the portfolios
systems core Y cabinet allocation in DDM cabinet and

Party with empty alternative portfolios allocations

Width . . :
winset present in DDM winset

Chamber 404 504 014 No 127  No Win(Ulivo;Ulivo)=11
of Deputies

Note: G = Gallagher index; E = Effective number of parties; PofaRzation index

These findings suggest two theoretically based previsi@rs.the one hand we
expect any majority to be involved in a persistent confliciattihe policies to pursue.
In other words, any pre-electoral policy commitment amdrmgrhembers of the Union
would not be robust enough to bear their strategic barggiointe the Parliament was
elected. On the other hand, in case the majority supportiegovernment collapsed,
we would expect a complex and difficult bargain inside thdi&aent, that may even
end with the breaking up of it and new elections. This is dyaghat happened at the
beginning of 2008’ and as such this empirical fact provides a good illustratibtine
theoretical insights of the spatial theory of coalitionnf@tion.

5. Conclusion

A tradition of studies in political science, starting fromurger (1954) points out
that majoritarian rules reduce the number of parties whitgprtional rules increase
it. From this, and from the simplification of the bargainirantest that a lesser number
of parties implies, the inference comes out that majodtarules cause government

17 To be more precise, it is the widest cycle set among all the sadixained in the different simulated
Parliaments reported in Table 4. This is mainly due to theivelgt high share of seats controlled by the
more leftists parties: Rc, Pdci and Verdi.

18 The DDM cabinet is a Ulivo-lv government (with 4 alternativests winset).

19 Both Prime Minister Prodi and Finance Minister Padoa Schaamm be ascribed to Ulivo.

20 see fn. 8 above. To be sure the crisis began intcSteato(the Upper Chamber) where, because of a
different electoral rule, the majority margin of the Union wasch narrower than thEameras. However
the conflict about policies was permanent inside the Prodirityg so that an occasional event, such as
a personal annoyance of a Minister concerning a non-padisyd, was sufficient to determine the end of
legislature.
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stability while proportional rules bring about instahjlitAlthough acceptable in prin-
ciple, this inference does not mean that a regular decrgasliationship exists between
non-proportionality and instability, as the low corretaticoefficient between the two
variables we have elaborated from empirical research stestmow.

In the case study we have dealt with in this paper, we have msel®f the tools
of the spatial theory of voting to explain the reasons whypbkcy preferences of the
Italian parties may undermine the (potential) stabil@ateffect of a reform toward
more majoritarian rules. Besides, assuming that partees strategically to change in
electoral rules, we have reasoned about the possibilityttieaspartial introduction of
plurality in the Italian fragmented party system induced gven more fragmentation
and instability.

More generally we maintain that these results witness tieaspatial theory of vot-
ing and its applications to coalition governments shouldab@n into account while
considering the relationship between electoral systengamdrnment stability in par-
liamentary democracies. Its contribution may indeed beoitgmt in political analysis
as well as in electoral reform.

References

Bartolini, S., Chiaramonte A. and D’Alimonte R. (2004). Thalian Party System
between Parties and Coalitiondfest European Politic27, 1-19.

Benoit, K. and Laver, M. (2006).Party Policy in Modern DemocraciesLondon,
Routledge.

Bissey, M. E., Carini, M. and Ortona, G. (2004). ALEXS: A Silation Program
to Compare Electoral Systemgournal of Artificial Societies and Social Simulatjon
7(3). [Online version at http://jasss.soc.surrey.adABB.html]

Black, D. (1958).The Theory of Committees and Electiofgambridge, Cambridge
University Press.

Budge, 1., Klingemann, H. D., Volkens, A. and Bara, J. (20043pping Policy Prefe-
rences Oxford, Oxford University Press.

Cox, G. W. (1997)Making Votes CountCambridge, Cambridge University Press.
Downs, A. (1957) An Economic Theory of Democradyew York, Harper & Row.

Duverger, M. (1954)Political Parties: Their Organization and Activity in theddern
State New York, Wiley Press.

Enelow, J. and Hinich, M. J. (1984 he Spatial Theory of Voting. An Introduction
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

Fragnelli, V., Monella, G. and Ortona, G. (2005). A SimulatApproach for Evaluat-
ing Electoral Systemddomo Oeconomicy®2, 525-49.

Giannetti, D. and Laver, M. (2001). Party System Dynamicd #re Making and
Breaking of Italian Government&lectoral Studies20, 529-53.

320 AUCO Czech Economic Review, vol. 3, no. 3



Electoral Systems and Government Stability: A Simulation of 2006 Italian PSjace

Grofman, B. (1989). The Comparative Analysis of Coaliti@rfation and Duration.
British Journal of Political Sciengel9(2), 291-302.

Holler, M. J. (1987).The Logic of Multiparty System®ordrecht, Kluwer Academic
Publishers.

King, G., Alt, J. E., Burns, N. E. and Laver, M. (1990). A Undi®&odel of Cabinet
Dissolution in Parliamentary Democraciégnerican Journal of Political Scienc&4,
846-871.

Laakso, M. and Taagepera, R. (1979). Effective Number diidzarA Measure with
Application to West EuropeComparative Political Studie42, 3—-27.

Laver, M. and Schofield, N. (1990Multiparty Governments: The Politics of Coalition
in Europe Oxford, Oxford University Press.

Laver, M. and Shepsle, K. (1996Ylaking and Breaking Governments: Cabinets and
Legislatures in Parliamentary Democracigdambridge, Cambridge University Press.

Lijphart, A. (1999).Patterns of Democracy: Governments Forms and Performamce i
Thirty-Six CountriesNew Haven, Yale University Press.

Mair, P. (2001). Searching for the Positions of Politicaltéxs. In Laver, M. (ed.),
Estimating the Policy Position of Political ActoNew York, Routledge, 10-30.

McKelvey, R. D. (1976). Intransitivities in Multidimensial Voting Models and Some
Implications for Agenda Controllournal of Economic Theoyyl2, 472-482.

Ottone, S., Ponzano, F. and Ricciuti, R. (2009). Simulatioting Rule Reforms for
the Italian Parliament: An Economic Perspecti®UCO Czech Economic Review
3(3), 292-304.

Plott, C. (1967). A Notion of Equilibrium and Its Possibjliinder Majority Rule.
American Economic Review7, 787—806.

Powell, G. B. (1982).Contemporary DemocraciesCambridge, Harvard University
Press.

Rae, D. W. (1971).The Political Consequences of Electoral Lawsew Haven CT,
Yale University Press.

Sartori, G. (1976)Parties and Party Systems. A Framework for AnalySiambridge,
Cambridge University Press.

Schofield, N., Grofman, B. and Feld, S. L. (1988). The Coretaadtability of Group
Choice in Spatial Voting Gamegmerican Political Science Revie@2, 195-211.

Strgm, K., Browne, E. C., Frendeis, J. P. and Glieber, D. \W88). Contending
Models of Cabinet StabilityAmerican Political Science Revie@2, 923-30.

Taagepera, R. and Shugart, M. (1988gats and VotesNew Haven, Yale University
Press.

Tsebelis, G. (2002)Veto Players. How Political Institutions Warlrinceton, Prince-
ton University Press.

AUCO Czech Economic Review, vol. 3, no. 3 321



L. Curini, P. Martelli

Warwick, P. V. (1994).Government Survival in Parliamentary Democraci€sam-
bridge, Cambridge University Press.

Warwick, P. V. (1999). Ministerial Autonomy or MinisteridlccommodationBritish
Journal of Political Science?9, 369-94.

322 AUCO Czech Economic Review, vol. 3, no. 3



