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This paper analyzes the consequences of the 1992 change in the voting rule in the Finnish
Parliament. Before this reform, one third of all Farliament members could delay a law proposal
for reconsideration by the Parliament. This rule was abolished in 1992 which meant that the
Finnish Parliament finally adopted a simple majority rule to decide on new legislaton. The
empirical part of this article analyzes the effects of the reform on the parliamentary parties’
voting power. The voting power of the big parties increased compared o that of the small
parties, However, the vamation among smaller parties was greater. The biggest losers were
medium size parties. Considering the government and the Parliament as institutions, the
emphasis clearly moved to the government. Considering parties in the government coalitions
as a whole (adding up their share in the government and in the Parliament), the picture was
quite clear. The opposition lost at least some of its voung power. This change was clearest in
the case of the pany government model in which the opposition lost its voling power
completely.

Introduction

The aim of this paper is to analyze the consequences of the 1992 reform in
the voting rule in the Finnish Parhament, Eduskunta. In practice the reform
meant that the Finnish Parliament finally adopted a simple majority rule to
decide on new legislation. More precisely, the goals of this paper are to see
how the voting power of the Parliament parties of various sizes changed,
how the distribution of power between the Parliament and the government
changed, and what effects the new rule had on the power distribution
between the government and the opposition parties. First, the old and the
new voting rules of the parliament and the reasons for the change are
introduced. In the empirical part, the effects of the change are analyzed with
the Shapley-Shubik index of voting power and three different theoretical
madels depicting the government-parliament relations. Finally, some possible
implications of the constitutional change are suggested.
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Constitutional Change

The voting procedure of the Finnish Parliament with its postponement rule
has comparatively been a curiosity. Until the change in 1992, one third of all
parliament members (67 MPs) could postpone an ordinary legislative
proposal’ for reconsideration by parliament (Anckar 1992, 161). This re-
consideration did not take place in the next annual parliamentary session, but
in the session after that. A postponed legislative proposal became law only if
it was adopted unchanged by the Parliament. The postponement rule
originated from the 1906 constitution and was also upheld in the 1928
Parliamentary Act which still regulates the work and procedures of the
Parliament. The intention of the rule was to protect the constitution from a
possible socialist take-over, but particularly in the early 1990s it was used by
the leftist parties to block all attempts to cut public welfare spending. This
deferment rule was repealed from the beginning of September 1992,
However, the old minority rule is still maintained in order to protect the
basic legislated rights to social assistance. Constitutional amendments also
need to be passed by a two-thirds majority (Sundberg 1993, 420-21).

One of the original reasons for these qualified majority rules was to ensure
that the Parliament would not pass ill-considered legislation which would be
based on the opinion of a temporary majority of the Parliament. The
qualified majority requirement has since been seen as a major institutional
contributor to the “consensus”™ policies of the 1970s and 1980s in Finland
{Heiskanen & Martikainen 1988, 373). The need for prompt economic policy
measures particularly required extensive bargaining between the government
and opposition parties.

Although quite rarely used by the opposition, the postponement of a
legislation has usually been considered a defeat for the government.
Therefore, it is surprising how rarely this option has been used by the
opposition in practice. During the period 1917-86, the average number of
deferred law proposals was 1.5 per year (Helander 1990, 57). However, the
indirect consequences of the rule were more important. The postponement
rule meant that the government had to ensure a majority of two thirds 1o be
sure that its legislative proposals were accepted by the Parliament. This
meant that every controversial law proposal had to be negotiated with the
opposition before the final approval voting in the Parliament. If no
agreement was reached in these negotiations, the government did not usually
put the proposal before Parliament or, if already tabled, withdrew it. The
practical consequence of this was that when the opposition could work as a
united group it could veto all government legislation.

A spatial example will clarify the importance of opposition parties with
velo power (see e.g. Tsebelis 1995, 89-90). Figure 1 depicts a simple
bargaining situation in a parliament with three parties. Parties A and C form

332



Fig. 1. Status Quo and Three Parliamentary Parties,

the government coalition while party B is in opposition. The points in the
figure depict each party’s most preferred position in two policy dimensions
X and Y. The SQ point is status quo, i.e. the present situation. The gray area
shows all the possible combinations of X and Y preferred by both government
parties A and C. If these two parties have enough votes in parliament to
make decisions without the consent of the opposition party B, a new status
quo will be found in the gray area. However, if B has enough votes to block
legislative proposals the status quo point will not be moved, because B will
be worse off in the gray area than at S0). Thus the opposition veto power has
the major consequence that changing the existing legislation is extremely
hard because there has to be an agreement on it, not only inside the
government coalition but also between the government and the opposition,

The example in Figure 1 is of course simplified. In reality the opposition
in Finland consists of a number of parties usually from both ends of the
political spectrum. In order to use the veto power, at least 67 MPs from
opposition parties must agree to defer a government legislative proposal,
However, this does not change the fact that the government has to take
opposition opinion into consideration when deciding what kind of proposal
to put before the Parliament.
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A Voting Power Index for Multi-Stage Decision
Making
Measuring voting power is by no means a simple task. A wide variety of
alternative power indices have been introduced in the literature. The
properties of these indices have also been under careful scrutiny by a number
of authors (e.g. Nurmi 1987). One of the most widely used voting power
indices is a measure introduced by Shapley & Shubik (1954). This measure
is based on the idea of forming all possible coalitions parties can build and
then calculating for each party the number of times these parties are in a
crucial position in a coalition, i.e. if they leave the coalition it 1s no longer a
winning coalition. The Shapley-Shubik measure has been applied in a
variety of decision making settings (see e.g. Herne & Nurmi 1993; Pappi et
al. 1995; Widgren 1995).

The Shapley-Shubik voling power for party § (g;) is calculated as the
following equation:

b — Z (5= l}:I{!n - S]!-S,-{S]

where 5 is the number of parties in a coalition S, » is the number of parties in
the parliament, and &; is 1 if the coalition § of which i is member is a
winning coalition, but is not a winning coalition without i, and zero
otherwise (Coleman 1986, 196). The summation 1s taken over all possible
coalitions in which i is 2 member.

The Shapley-Shubik measure has some properties which make it very
useful in the analysis of volting situations (ibid., 193-95). One is that if the
number of votes in the decision making body adds up to one, then the sum of
the power measure of all members also equals one. Another useful feature of
the Shapley-Shubik measure is that these measures can be added if there are
two decision phases, e.g. in a case where a decision has to pass two
chambers. This property is based on the fact that it can be shown that if a
zame is formed by adding two games, then the Shapley-Shubik value of the
new game is the sum of the two original games (see, e.g. Friedman 1991,
267-70). This feature will be used next when the voting power indices for
parties are calculated.

Konig & Briuninger (1996) extend the Shapley-Shubik voting power
index to multi-chamber voting situations, comparing voting procedures in
the US and German parhaments. Their methodology can be applied mn the
Finnish case, although the Finnish Parliament is unicameral. However, if the
agenda setting power of the government is included, the voling situation can
be analyzed as a two-chamber problem. Before the examination of the
Finnish case, a brief example of how the Shapley-Shubik values in the multi-
chamber situation are calculated is shown.?
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Table 1. An Example of Calculating Shapley Values. The Pivotal Player is in Bold
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Note: Flayer A is pivotal in 12 sequences out of 24, The voting power of player A is 12/
24 = 0.5. Flayers B, C and D are each piveoial in 4 sequences out of 24. The voting power
of each of these players is 4424 = 0.167.

The Shapley-Shubik power measure can be calculated with the use of all
the possible sequences players can be put into. For example, if there are three
players in a voting situation, these players can cast their votes in 3! =6
different orders. The Shapley-Shubik value can then be calculated by
looking at each sequence and seeing which player is pivotal. A pivotal player
is a player who is in a position in a sequence to cast the decisive vote, if all
the players preceding him/her vote “yes™ and all the players after him/her
vote “no.” In the example of three players, the second player in a sequence
is pivotal. Because the player before him/her votes “yes™ and the one after
him votes “no,"” the second player can decide the outcome. The total Shapley-
Shubik value for a player is the number of sequences in which this player is
pivotal divided by the number of sequences.

Table 1 shows an example of how this simple way of calculating Shapley-
Shubik values can be extended to a multi-chamber situation. In this example
there is a parliament with two chambers, and a simple majority in both
chambers is needed to pass new legislation. In this parliament the party
discipline is strong and the parties always vote as a group. The first chamber
of the parliament is controlled by party A, which has all the votes. The
second chamber consists of three parties B, C and D which all have one third
of the votes. These four parties can be arranged into 4! = 24 different
sequences, as shown in Table 1. In each sequence the pivotal party is marked
with a bold letter. Party A, which controls the first chamber, is in a pivotal
position if at least two of the parties in the second chamber vote before A.
For example in the sequence BCAD, party A is pivotal, because if A votes
“no” the law will be rejected (remember that in a sequence all players
preceding the pivotal player vote “yes” and all players after the pivotal
player vote “no™). A party in the second chamber is pivotal if party A in the
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first chamber and one party in the second chamber vote before it. In the
voling sequence ABCD, party C is pivotal, because its decision defines the
final outcome. The overall voting power is the number of pivotal positions
divided by the number of sequences. In this case party A's voting power is
0.5 and the voting power of B, C and D is 0.167.

Using the addition rule mentioned earlier, it is possible to add up parties’
power measures. Using the same example in Table 1, it is possible to
calculate the power of each chamber, which is simply the total voting powers
of all parties in that chamber. In the example the voting power is 0.5 for both
chambers. Furthermore, in a situation where a party is represented in both
chambers, its total voting power is simply the total of its voting power in
each of the chambers. If player A in the first chamber belongs to the same
party as player B in the second chamber, the total voting power of this party
is 0.5 4+ 0.167 = 0.667.

Empirical Analysis

Konig & Briuninger (1996) and Pappi et. al {1993) use the multi-stage
Shapley-5Shubik procedure to calculate voting power in a parliament, using
three sets of different theoretical assumptions about the relationships
between the parhament and the government. They call these models the
legislarive model, policy leadership model and party government model. The
first of these models does not take into account the role of government as an
agenda setter and as a veto player. These assumptions are included in the
policy leadership model. The party government model assumes that the
government takes a leading position as an agenda setter and that the
government parties in the parliament are always loyal to the government.
Each model adds new features to the analysis, and thus the last two models
are probably closer to the real situation of Finnish political decision making
than the legislative model. However, the legislative model can be used as a
baseline model and the others compared to it.

In the following analysis these models are adapted to the Finmish institu-
tional setting. It is assumed that the legislative process consists of two slages.
First, the government decides whether a legislative proposal is put before the
parliament or not.” In the second stage, the legislative proposal goes through
the parliamentary procedures and, if not rejected before, goes to a vote in
which 1t 15 decided whether the proposal will be enacted as a new law or not.
Thus, a proposal must negotiate two hurdles before it is accepted as a new
law.

The first stage of this process (the government decision) can be seen as a
voting situation in which each party in government has as many votes as it
has ministers in the government. The government decisions are made
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according to the simple majority rule (Nousiainen 1988, 228). If the proposal
passes this vote, it will be put before the Parliament. The Shapley-Shubik
measures for this first stage are calculated using the number of votes (i.e.
rinisters) each government party has. Of course, the opposition parties have
no voling power at this stage.

The second stage involves the parliamentary voting. Since party discipline
is strong in the Finnish Parliament, it is reasonable to think of parliamentary
parties as unitary actors in parliamentary voting situations. This stage is
analyzed in two ways. First the voting power indices are calculated using the
old qualified (two-thirds) majority rule and then by the simple majority rule.

Dara

The empirical data for the analysis consists of the last four parliamentary
election results and government coalitions formed after the elections. The
period covers the years from 1983 to the present. The governments included
are Sorsa's fourth government (1983-87), Holkeri's government (1987-91),
Aho's government (1991-95), and Lipponen’s government (1995-). All of
these were majority governments in the sense that they controlled more than
half the votes in the Parliament. However, only Lipponen’s government
controlled more than two thirds of the votes. The actual change in the
Parliament Act took place during Aho’s government in 1992, However,
using more government coalitions and parliaments gives more reliable
results concerning the overall effects of the reform.”

The dependent variable in the following empirical analysis 15 the change
in voting power as a percentage when moving from the qualified two-thirds
majority rule to the simple majority rule. This change is analyzed in relation
to party size and between government and opposition parties.

Legislative Model

This model is the simplest of the three consisting of only one stage of
decision making. The agenda setting power does not feature in this model.
The parties in the Parliament simply vote on bills and the voting power is
calculated as the “standard™ Shapley-Shubik value for all parliamentary
partics. Before the abolition of the postponement rule, a party is pivotal if
133 representatives (out of 2000 vote “ves” before it. After the abolition of
the postponement rule a party is pivotal if 100 “yes™ votes are cast before it

Figure 2 shows a scatterplot of the effects of the change from qualified 10
simple majority for parliamentary parties of different size in the legislative
model. The plot includes the parliamentary parties during the period
mentioned earlier (1983-present). The y-axis shows as a percentage how
much the Shapley-Shubik voting power index changes as a result of the new
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Fig. 2. Change in the Woting Power and the Size of a Party in the Legislative Model.
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voting rule. The x-axis shows the size of parliamentary groups in seats. The
curve in the picture is a lowess curve® depicting the “average” relation
between the change in voting power and the size of the group. The figure
shows that the relationship between the size of a party and the change in
voting power is not linear. Clear “winners” in the change are big parties,
especially those with more than 35 MPs. Most of the biggest “losers” are
small parties, many of them losing even 40—60 percent of their voting power.
However, there are also some small parties that gained more voting power as
a result. Interestingly, the curve seems to “slump™ when the party size is
between 10 and 25. These medium size parties (usually the Swedish People’s
Party, the Leftist Union and the Greens) seem to be the overall biggest
losers.

Table 2 shows what happens to the combined voting power of the
government coalition parties as a result of the change. With the exception of
Aho's government the changes are not big. Aho's government gained about

Table 2. Voting Power of Government Parties in the Legislative Model

Voling power
Government Qualified majority Simple majority Percentage change
Sorsa IV 0.621 0.621 o
Holken 0.685 0.675 =15
Aho 0.566 0.625 +104
Lipponen 0.746 0.739 0.9
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10 percent more voting power. The reason for small overall changes is that
although large government parties gained more voling power, the smaller
coalition partners lost some of theirs, and the final results add up only to
small overall changes. However, the legislative model is the most unrealistic
of the three models analyzed in this article. The next two models take into
account the leading position of the government coalition in the decision
process.

Policy Leadership Model

The policy leadership model takes the agenda setting power of the
government into account. Now the voling power is calculated as a “two-
chamber™ system, where the first chamber is the government voting which
deterrnines whether the proposal is sent to the Parliament at all, ie. the
government has veto power on every proposal. The second chamber is the
actual vote in the Parliament. Before the abolition of the postponement rule,
a government party is pivotal if more than 134 “yes" votes are cast in the
Parliament and the party is pivotal in the government voting. A Parliament
party is pivotal if more than half of the ministers in the government vote
“yes™ and 133 “yes™ votes are cast in the Parliament. After the abolition of
the postponement rule the situation is the same, except that the number of
“yes"” votes required in the Parliament is 100.

The relationship between party size and the change in voting power in the
policy leadership model is depicted in Figure 3. The dotted curve shows the
relationship for government parties and the ordinary curve for opposition

Fig. 3. Change in the Voting Power and the Size of a Party in the Policy Leadership Model.
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parties. The curves show that as in the legislative model, particularly the
small opposition parties are losers after the change. However, if a small party
is in government it may either lose or increase its voling power. Among the
large parties the difference between government and opposition parties is not
very great, although large government parties seem to manage a little better
than large opposition parties. The same slump as in the legislative model
among parties of 10 to 25 members is also shown in the curves of Figure 3.

The voting rule change may have significant effects on the distribution of
power between government and parbament as institutions. This can be
analyzed simply by adding up the voting power indices for parliament and
government groups. Table 3 shows that the voting power has clearly shifted
in favor of the government. During all four government periods the share of
the voting power of the Parliament has declined. For example, if the old two-
thirds majority rule still existed, the Parliament's share of voting power during
the Lipponen government would be .47 compared to 0.29 with the simple
majority rule.

The combined voting power of government parties also increased as the
rule changed for the first three governments. However, the combined voting
power for the Lipponen government coalition declined slightly because it
includes three medivm size parties (the Left Union, the Greens and the
Swedish People's Party) which all lost some of their voting power.

Table 3. Voiing Power of Farliament, Government and the Government Parties in the Policy
Leadership Model

WVating power
Government Qualified majority  Simple majority Percentage change
sorsa IV
Parliament 0.676 0.503 =256
Government 0.324 0,497 +534
Government partics 0744 0.810 +8.8
Haolken
Parliament 0.636 0,458 —28.0
Government 0,364 0,542 + 8.8
Government partics 07590 (L.E50 6.4
Aho
Parlizmemt 0.683 0.502 —26.6
CGovernment o357 0,498 +57.3
Government partics 0,702 0812 +15.7
Lipponen
Parlhament 0466 0202 =173
Government 0.534 0. 708 4326
Government partics 0. 5RO 0,855 -3%
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Party Government Model

Of the three models, the party government model comes closest to the real
situation in a “normal™ policy making process in Finland. This model also
emphasizes the government’s control of the coalition parties in the
Parliament. The model is similar to the policy leadership model, except
that the government parties in the Parliament decide to vote as one group and
always back the government decision. In this situation it seems that all
government parties form one big party which is always loyal to the
government. Now the voting power indices can be calculated as in the case
of the policy leadership model. However, the voting power of the
“government” party must be somehow distributed to individual agents.
This division is made in the same proportion as the government parties’
voting power at the government decision making stage.

The results for the party government maodel are more extreme than for the
other models. The reason is that opposition parties have lost all of their
voting power in practice because all government coalitions in the analysis
are majority governments, controlling more than half the votes in the
Parliament. When the simple majority rule is used they also control all the
voting power. Thus a scatterplot is not necessary to analyze the results.

A summary of the results for the party government model are shown in
Table 4, With the exception of the Lipponen government, the results show
that the power of government (as compared to the Parliament) has increased

Table 4. Woting Power of Parliament, Government and the Government Parties in the Farty
Government Maodel

Voting power
Government Qualified majority  Simple majority Percentage change
Sorsa IV
Parliament (.600 0500 —16.7
Government 0,400 0,500 £+25.0
Government parlies 0.833 1.0:0x) +20.0
Holkeri
Parliament 0487 0467 =4.2
Government 0513 0.533 +4.0
Govemnment parties (268 1000 +3.3
Aho
Parliament 0.600 (.50 —16.7
Covermment L] 0.500 +25.0
Government parties 0.833 1000 +20.0
Lipponen
Parliament 0473 0473 00
Government 0.526 0.526 0.0
Government panics 1004 1000 0.0
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as a result of the voting rule change. Since Lipponen's government controls
143 seats in the government, i.¢. more than a two-thirds majority, the voting
rule change had no effect in this case. The total voung power of government
parties in Table 4 shows that the opposition lost all voting power.

Conclusion and Possible Implications

The analysis in this article was based on a theoretical index of voting power,
namely the Shapley-Shubik index, which has some drawbacks. For example,
these findings apply only if it can be assumed that all party groups are
always united in their voting. Furthermore, in the political reality of the
Finnish Parliament, the power of the opposition has depended on its ability
to reach agreement among the opposition parties. When these parties repre-
sent both extremes of the political left-right dimension, such a consensus is
sometimes difficult to attain. However, with these reservations in mind, the
results give some indication of how the distribution of power between the
government and the opposition and between the government and the
Parliament has changed as a result of the abolition of the postponement rule.

The empirical analysis was based on three theoretical models which all
depicted the government-parliament relationship in different ways. All three
models showed the same kind of change in the voting power distribution.
Some clear patterns emerged, although the changes were not always linear. It
seems that the voting power share of the big parties increased compared to
that of small parties. However, the variation among smaller parties was
preater. It scemed that the biggest losers were medium size parties (about
10-25 parliament seats). Some of the smaller parties were even able to
increase their share of the voting power.

Considering the government and the Parliament as institutions, the empha-
515 shifted more clearly to the government, which was able to increase its
share of the voling power. For the government parties as a whole (adding up
their share in the government and in the Parliament), the picture was quite
clear. The opposition lost at least some of its voting power. This change was
clearest 1n the case of the party government model in which the opposition
lost its voting power completely.

It is probably too early to analyze the implications of these institutional
power shifts empirically. However, based on the theoretical literature and
findings from other countries, some conclusions can be drawn on their
possible effects.

1) The size of government coalitions will become smaller. In their
comparative analysis of government coalitions, Lane & Ersson (1994, 242)
found that the government coalitions in Finland are frequently over-sized.
However, one might note that if the postponement rule is taken into account,
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Finnish governments have almost always been under-sized. Following the
abolition of the postponement rule, one can expect the size of Finnish
government to conform to the normal rule of minimum-winning coalitions,
i.e. having more than half of the votes in the Parliament, but not as much as
before.

2) The duration of government coalitions will be fonger. The comparative
studies (e.g. Lane & Ersson 1994, 304) have found that political stability as
measured by government durability has been low 1n Finland. One theoretical
factor that has contributed to this is the ideological diversity of the govern-
ment coalition which can have nepative effects on government durability
(Warwick 1992; Budge & Keman 1993, 158-88). The larger the coalitions
are, the more ideologically diverse they are, and consequently the shorter
their life-span. Thus the average durability of Finnish governments will
increase.

3) There will be a reduction in the overall number of bills. According to
Daring's (1993a; 1995b) and Henning's (1995) theory and empincal results,
the overall number of bills will decline when the government’s agenda
setting power increases. The reason is that when the acceptance of govern-
ment proposals in the parliament requires less resources from the
government, it will substitute non-conflictual proposals (which require few
resources) with conflictual proposals (requining far more resources). Because
the majority of proposals are non-conflictual in nature, the overall number of
bills will decline.®

4) The number of controversial laws will increase. This implication is
directly linked to the previous one. The increased voting power of government
parties means better resources for producing more politically controversial
laws. Extensive negotiations with the opposition are no longer needed to
ensure that a controversial law proposal will pass.

5) The power of interest groups will decrease. Several empirical studies
{e.g. Laumann & Knoke 1987, Pappi et al. 1995; Knoke et al. 1996) have
shown how various interest groups are able to exert influence on political
decision makers through institutionalized connections or networks. If the
number of important players decreases when the voling power is concen-
trated more on few key government parties, the potential “access channels™
for interest groups are reduced. It is no longer enough to lobby opposition
parties in order for interest groups to block important and unwanted
legislative proposals. A possible side effect of the constitutional change may
thus be an overall reduction in the influence of interest groups.

The implications of the constitutional reform can also be seen more
broadly. As mentioned earlier, the minority protection rules have contributed
10 a consensual way of making policy in Finland (Heiskanen & Martikainen
1988). Accordingly, the abolition of these rules and the coincident severe
economic depression have contributed to the demise of Finnish consensus
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policies in the 1990s. The political decision makers in the government
parties no longer need support from opposition parties and interest groups to
be able to implement their policies.

MOTES

1. The postponement rule was not applied to tax laws applicable for longer than one year,
international treaties, and other minor exceptions. However, tax laws that raised taxes
had 1o be accepted by a two-thinds majority.

2 In the analysis of voting power, both Shapley-5hubik and Banzhaf indices are ofien
wsed. However, Laakso (1978; 1980, 253) has showed how the Banzhaf index behaves
against “common sense” when considering different panies’ situations regarding
different decision rules. According to Laikso, the Shapley-Shubik value does not
behave in this paradoxical manner. Konig & Briuninger (1996, 337) also prefer
Shapley-Shubik values to Banzhaf values.

R OF course, individual parliamentarians may also propose laws. Usvally these proposals
are minor changes in some law and it is very rare that they are accepted by the
Parliament. For example, according to Andeweg & Nijzink (1993) only 1.2 percent of
private member bills were passed by the Parliament from 1978 wo 1982,

4, The Shapley-Shubik values in the empirical analysis part are calculated by Thomas
Kinig and Thomas Briuninger's Indices of Power (I0OP) program.

5 A LOWESS curve {“locally weighted scatterplot smoother”) is used to facilitate visual
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