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SOME CONTEXT
This is a short excerpt from a dissertation chapter that argues there is a relationship between coalition size and government performance in Nigeria.  This section here deals primarily with bargaining and not coalition discipline or formation.  In the chapters that come before this one I construct a time-series data set of government performance in education, health care, fiscal discipline and the courts.  I also reject a null hypothesis which proposes that regime type explains variation in government performance and explain why authoritarian governments sometimes have incentives to perform well.

In the chapter that follows this one I explain how Nigeria’s social heterogeneity shapes coalition size.  Political institutions designed to improve the representativeness of government also increase coalition size and this has adverse consequences for performance.  These findings reveal the varieties of authoritarian governments and suggest there may be a point of diminishing returns for power sharing arrangements in socially heterogeneous democracies.  
. . . . . .
THE CONSEQUENCES OF COALITION SIZE

What explains variation in government performance in Nigeria since 1960?  I measure performance in terms of education and health care policy outputs, fiscal discipline, and the courts.  I argue that the size of the ruling coalition explains the unexpectedly good performance of some authoritarian governments and the weak performance of some democratic governments.  This section first explains what I mean by a coalition.  Second, I explain the logic of bargaining in large and small coalitions, listing the advantages and disadvantages of each.  I suggest that governments face a tradeoff between the bargaining efficiency of smaller coalitions and the inclusiveness of larger coalitions.  Third, I review some of the literature that examines the impact of coalition size on government performance.  I emphasize that most of these studies are limited by definitions of performance that focus only on fiscal discipline or macroeconomic variables.  Finally, I define coalition membership and claim that bargaining behavior in these different coalitions explains government performance.  
I use the term “coalition” in a broad sense to refer to a temporary alliance among political actors who agree to govern together.
  These actors enter into an agreement to achieve common objectives and establish the terms and limits of their cooperation.  The agreement, which may or may not be explicit, balances shared goals with individual preferences.  No two actors’ preferences are identical because even two coalition members who share theoretically identical policy goals have different career paths and they cannot occupy the same office at the same time.  This implies a microanalytic approach because even though some members may share many preferences in common (for example if they are members of the same party) I treat coalitions as ultimately collectives of self-interested individuals.  It also means that means that entering a coalition imposes some costs on each actor, who makes a calculation that the benefits of joining outweigh the costs of non-membership.  
Bargaining in Large and Small Coalitions

Large coalitions have the drawback of introducing divergent preferences into the collective bargaining process.  For example, in authoritarian regimes some coalition members may demand a timetable for a transition to democracy while other members seek exit guarantees such as job security or amnesty.  In democratic regimes, some coalition members might insist on secular governance while others demand a greater role for religion in maintaining public order.  The addition of new members means that the coalition has to take more preferences into account in order to alter the status quo and it may have to increase the number of payments in order to sustain it.

Larger coalitions offer several advantages: First, they reduce the political consequences of any single member’s defection.  Various studies of parliamentary governments emphasize this point.  They find that “surplus” coalitions can afford to lose members, at least in the short term  QUOTE "(Laver and Schofield 1998)" 
(Laver and Schofield 1998)
.  Adding surplus members, thus creating a “minimum working coalition,” protects the coalition from potential coalition instability.  Coalition members might accept this as a reasonable tradeoff even if it means they each get a slightly smaller payoff  QUOTE "(Cooter 2000)" 
(Cooter 2000)
.  Second, members who favor the status quo coalition can expect disenchanted members to face obstacles to organizing themselves, making it difficult to defect en mass.  As studies of collective action problems show, the mere presence of a common interest by itself is generally insufficient for individuals to actually act in concert to achieve their shared objectives.  Finally and perhaps most importantly, larger coalitions allow for increased representativeness.  This insulates the government from accusations of political exclusion and sends the public a clear message of inclusiveness.

The loss of representativeness, since fewer interests are represented, is a significant disadvantage of small coalitions.
  In the absence of a broadly representative coalition, authoritarian governments may fail to secure the passive consent of the public which allows them to govern without resorting to coercion.  Another problem is that smaller coalitions tend to create “pivot players” who receive a disproportionate share of the payoffs  QUOTE "(Dumont and DeWinter 2000, 399-431)" 
(Dumont and DeWinter 2000, 399-431)
.  A pivot player is a member of the coalition whose bargaining leverage exceeds their political contribution.  Other members tolerate these surplus payments because the coalition risks collapse without these players.  In public policy terms this enhanced ability to extract concessions can be expensive.  
Smaller coalitions offer the advantage of increased efficiency, an insight demonstrated by models of bargaining that claim increasing the number of new preferences makes it more difficult to change the status quo policy.  Theories of group behavior also suggest that smaller organizations face fewer collective action problems.  Shirking is more difficult, social pressure is more effective and in general it is easier to build bonds of trust.  Generalized (rather than particularized) reciprocity is more effective in small groups.  This generates trust, which means that select incentives are less necessary in order to ensure each member contributes toward the organization’s common goal.  Olson concludes from these observations that group size impacts the delivery of public goods by determining the conditions under which enforcement is necessary  QUOTE "(Olson 1965)" 
(Olson 1965)
.  Classic theories of coalition bargaining suggest yet another potential advantage of smaller coalitions: if there are fewer players to payoff this increases the payments to each individual member of the coalition.  As long as bargaining occurs in a zero sum game with side payments, Riker argues that this creates incentives for potential coalitions to bargain to a minimal size, including only as many members as is necessary to assure winning  QUOTE "(Riker 1962)" 
(Riker 1962)
.

Coalition Size and Government Performance
Coalition size clearly impacts bargaining among its members and enforcement of the agreement that unites them.  Less clear is how coalition size impacts policy outputs and whether the principles of bargaining discussed thus far have consequences for government performance.  In this section I summarize research which tests the empirical relationship between coalition size and government performance.  
Although these studies use different terminology they are relevant here because they all draw causal connections between the inclusiveness of governance and policy outcomes.  One view plainly attributes good government performance by dictators to their ability to make decisions efficiently and “get things done.”  A second group of scholars contrast consensual or power sharing with more majoritarian approaches to governance.  Majoritarianism is more than a decision rule according to this approach – it is a constraint on coalitions that excludes a large share of political actors from policy making.  A third stream of research focuses on the more conventional understanding of coalitions, focusing on parliamentary coalitions.  In general these scholars find that single-party governments perform better than coalition governments, although I point out that the definition of performance used in these studies is limited.  When coalitions are understood more broadly, in terms of political actors who hold a “veto,” the conclusions are quite similar. 
Five hundred years ago, Machiavelli offered a rationale in The Discourses for reducing the number of decision makers in order to improve efficiency.  Many dictatorships benefited Rome’s cities because they could rule authoritatively and act decisively.  “The established institutions in republics move slowly, for no single committee or official can on its own take charge of everything.  Most of the time they have to cooperate to get things done, and time slips by while they try to agree on what to do” (Chapter 34).  This authority was not unlimited though and citizens granted the dictators power to solve specific problems within a limited time.  Under this system, “centuries passed without a single dictator doing anything but good to the republic”  QUOTE "(Machiavelli 1994)" 
(Machiavelli 1994)
.  Many of Nigeria’s dictators would agree that good government performance during their reigns was possible because of the authority they wielded and their (self-proclaimed) willingness to depart.  Several Nigerian social scientists share this view and attribute bad performance to the “inefficiency” of political parties in particular  QUOTE "(Odetola 1982; Onyejekwe 1981)" 
(Odetola 1982; Onyejekwe 1981)

 QUOTE ""  ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\00\01\00\00ö\02\00\008C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CPolitical Science.pdt\14Onyejekwe 1981 #7520\00\14\00 
.

Lijphart’s study of 36 democracies argues that governments can retain broad republican participation in government without sacrificing performance.  He contrasts “consensus governments,” which extend representation in government to many groups, with majoritarian governments that exclude large portions of the population from participating in governing.  On this continuum majoritarian governments do not perform better in terms of inflation or probably other areas of macroeconomic policy.  He concludes from this observation that a tradeoff between policy effectiveness and the degree of representation does not really exist  QUOTE "(Lijphart 1999)" 
(Lijphart 1999)
.  Yet Lijphart’s influential study falls short of an affirmative finding that consensus governments are actually better policy makers or more efficient decision makers.  As he himself admits, “the empirical results do not permit the definitive conclusion that consensus democracies are better decision makers and better policy-makers than majoritarian systems” (Lijphart 1999, 274).  

Other studies of government performance that compare the effects of consensual systems with more majoritarian policy processes reinforce Lijphart’s concluding ambivalence.  Haggard and McCubbins describe majoritarian political institutions as more “decisive” because these governments have the authority to make decisions.  Case studies of fiscal discipline in Chile, Argentina and Taiwan demonstrate that government decisiveness must also be balanced against the need for policy to appear credible  QUOTE "(Haggard and McCubbins 2001)" 
(Haggard and McCubbins 2001)
.  Enhancing credibility involves increasing the inclusiveness of the policy process, which produces a tradeoff because doing so reduces decisiveness.  According to a separate study, South Africa faced this tradeoff in its post-apartheid transition years as the population articulated urgent demands for social justice and development.  Responding to those demands ran the risk of excluding the white minority population yet the government opted for a strategy of “getting things done,” adopting a “delivery ideology.”  Developmental improvements thus occurred at the expense democratic processes which required inclusive deliberation  QUOTE "(Friedman 2004, 235-261)" 
(Friedman 2004, 235-261)
.

The burden of empirical evidence suggests that inclusionary governance, when it is measured by multi-party coalition governments, leads to larger budget deficits and weaker fiscal discipline.  As the World Bank reports in its World Development Report 2002, “The extent to which governments are required to share power in coalition governments is an important determinant of budgetary outcomes in OECD countries.  When the power of government is checked by the need to make compromises with coalition partners, fiscal outcomes are often worse than when majority governments are in power”  QUOTE "(World Bank 2002)" 
(World Bank 2002)
.  Alesina, Roubini and Cohen also claim that coalition governments are more likely to have deficits  QUOTE "(Alesina, Roubini and others 1997)" 
(Alesina, Roubini and others 1997)
.  Strøm et al. similarly argue that coordination failures in parliamentary cabinets cause fiscal indiscipline (again operationalized as budget deficits).  The findings remain robust even when controlling for the independence of central banks and other exogenous factors  QUOTE "(Strøm, Müller and others 2003, 707-750)" 
(Strøm, Müller and others 2003, 707-750)
.  If fiscal indiscipline stems from problems encountered during coalition bargaining then the reverse should also be true: majoritarian governments should lead to smaller deficits.  Persson and Tabellini find this to be the case, regardless of whether the system is presidential or parliamentary  QUOTE "(Persson and Tabellini 2003)" 
(Persson and Tabellini 2003)
.  

Most of the research mentioned thus far examines coalition governments in parliamentary systems but a handful of studies have extended the findings.  When coalition inclusion is measured in terms of veto players the effects are much the same.  Increasing the number of (and relative cohesion of) veto players adversely impacts inflation  QUOTE "(Tsebelis 2002)" 
(Tsebelis 2002)
.  The number of veto players also impacts other macroeconomic outcomes such as economic growth  QUOTE "(Henisz 2000, 1-31)" 
(Henisz 2000, 1-31)
.  One recent study, however, claims that opposite: that larger coalitions lead to more public goods because the distribution of private goods becomes more costly as coalitions increase in size.  This is trumpeted as an empirical basis for the virtues of democracy, where coalitions are inherently larger  QUOTE "(Bueno de Mesquita, Smith and others 2003)" 
(Bueno de Mesquita, Smith and others 2003)
.

All of these studies measure performance in terms of fiscal discipline, operationalized as budget deficits and/or inflation.  For reasons outlined in Chapter 2, I maintain that a more complete picture of government performance requires the use of measures which capture a range of “publicness” and not just those that resemble the classic definition of public goods.  I maintain that the prevailing wisdom about the virtues of large coalitions does not hold up once it is subjected to tests that utilize other measures of performance, or once we examine the effects of large coalitions in democracies on performance.
In order to test the intuitions of these various studies it is necessary to adopt a broad operational definition of coalitions.  I claim that the business of governing requires collective bodies that engage in executive decision making, policy implementation and rule making.  The coalition for each government therefore includes the cabinet ministers, the chief federal executive and legislative leaders (regardless of whether there is an elected legislature).  I also include the chief executives of the states; in democracies I limit the governors who belong to the ruling coalition to those who are members of the majority political party.
  Understood this way it is easy to define coalition membership regardless of regime type.  I maintain that coalition members do not necessarily have to hold a veto, as the veto players literature generally suggests, in order to alter bargaining.  This is because those coalitions members still demand a share of the payoffs, and the coalition could still suffer from their threats to defect.
Ultimately I predict that efficient coalition bargaining yields efficient government policies.  Large coalitions may show higher levels of performance in education and health care as predicted above but they also over-spend to achieve these levels.  These coalitions face classic collective action problems because each player makes costly demands for side payments or policy spending.  Individually these demands are not too costly but collectively they contribute to gross fiscal indiscipline; no player sees the value in self-restraint while his peers are permitted to “eat from the national cake” (to use popular Nigerian terminology) unrestrained.  Efficient bargaining occurs when policy making is limited to an optimal number of coalition members.  Guaranteeing social diversity in governing bodies can be helpful by ensuring representation and encouraging political stability as proponents of power sharing suggest, and by increasing policy credibility as the veto players literature claims  QUOTE "(Keefer and Stasavage 2003, 407-20)" 
(Keefer and Stasavage 2003, 407-20)
.  But it also reaches a point of diminishing returns by making bargaining cumbersome and side payments costly.  
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� A classic definition of a parliamentary coalition is a set of political parties that: (1) agree to pursue common goals; (2) pool their resources in order to achieve this goal; (3) communicate and form binding commitments concerning their goal(s); and (4) agree on the distribution of payoffs to be received after the coalition meets its objectives � QUOTE "(Browne and Dreijmanis 1982)" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\1C(Browne and Dreijmanis 1982)\00\1C\00Ù\05\00\008C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CPolitical Science.pdt\1FBrowne & Dreijmanis 1982 #14910\00\1F\00 ��(Browne and Dreijmanis 1982)�.


� The idea of a small ruling coalition in a democratic regime may seem counter-intuitive and I do not assert that a small coalition can be equated with authoritarianism.  But the frequency of minority governments in many European countries supports the idea that small coalitions are possible in democracies and even common.  Most of Sweden’s governments are minority governments and fourteen out of Demark’s 31 post-war cabinets were formed by single parties with a minority of the vote; they formed temporary coalitions to survive confidence votes and to pass select legislative packages � QUOTE "(Bergman 2000, 192-230; Damgaard 2000, 231-263)" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00/(Bergman 2000, 192-230; Damgaard 2000, 231-263)\01\05\00\01\00\00\00\00\00\00å\0E\01\01\00\00\00Ø\14\10\018\00\00\00\01\00\00\00\00\002\00Tã\12\008\00\00\00\07\00àà\00\00\00î�|p\05‘|ÿÿÿÿm\05‘|ÞÂÂw\00\00\01\00\12\00\00\008\00\00\00\10\00\00\00\00\00\00ÃÂw\00\002\00\00\00\00\00ÎÃÂw\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿ\07ÄÂw8\00\00\00\08\00àà\00\00\00î�|\00\002\00ÿÿÿÿm\05‘|ÞÂÂw\00\00\01\00\07\00\00\008\00\01\00\0F\00\00\00\00\00\00ÃÂw\00\002\00\00\00\00\00ÎÃÂw\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿ\07ÄÂw8\00\00\00Í\05\00\008C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CPolitical Science.pdt\14Damgaard 2000 #14770\01\02\00\08\00àà\00\00\00¿H\00ð7\14\00\14\00\00\00\01\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\10\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\0C\00\00\00\00\00\00ºI_è¤\0C\01\01\00\00\00\01\00\00\00\00\00\00\00tò\12\000¬W\00ÿÿÿÿ ��(Bergman 2000, 192-230; Damgaard 2000, 231-263)�� QUOTE "" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\00\01\00\00Ì\05\00\008C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CPolitical Science.pdt\13Bergman 2000 #14760\01\02\00\07\00àà\00\00\00¿H\00ð7\14\00\14\00\00\00\01\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\10\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\0C\00\00\00\00\00\00ºI_è¤\0C\01\01\00\00\00\01\00\00\00\00\00\00\00tò\12\000¬W\00ÿÿÿÿ ��.  In general it is possible to have cabinets composed of parties who do not add up to a majority because some parties may opt out of the competition for cabinet portfolio, choosing instead to pursue policy influence or long term political investment � QUOTE "(Strøm 1990)" � ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\0C(Strøm 1990)\01\03\00\01\00\00\00\00\00\00ç\0E\01\01\00\00\00¸\11\10\018\00\00\00\01\00\00\00\00\002\00èã\12\008\00\00\00\05\00àà\00\00\00î�|p\05‘|ÿÿÿÿm\05‘|ÞÂÂw\00\00\01\00\07\00\00\008\00\00\00\06\00\00\00\00\00\00ÃÂw\00\002\00\00\00\00\00ÎÃÂw\00\00\00\00ÿÿÿÿ\07ÄÂw8\00\00\00\16\00\00\008C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CPolitical Science.pdt\0FStrom 1990 #250\01\02\00\05\00àà\00\00\00¿H\00ð7\14\00\14\00\00\00\01\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\10\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\0A\00\00\00\00\00\00ºI_è¤\0C\01\01\00\00\00\01\00\00\00\00\00\00\00tò\12\000¬W\00ÿÿÿÿ ��(Strøm 1990)�.





� Although my study only examines federal policy, I include the chief executives of each state as part of the coalition because they have always played a role in implementing national policies and at least some role in formulating them.  They articulate the demands of their respective states and defend states’ rights against federal government encroachment which I illustrate through an anecdote at the start of this chapter.  Moreover, unlike many federal systems such as the United States’, they have performed these roles directly through formal institutions established by authoritarian and democratic regimes alike.  
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