RESPONSE BY AREND LI JPHART ©

| very nmuch appreciate Erik Mberg's | engthy, thorough, and
pai nst aki ng review of ny | atest book Patterns of Denocracy. | also
appreci ate the opportunity he offers nme to respond and to have ny
response posted on his website. | am happy to accept his

invitation and I would like to nake the foll ow ng coments:

1. | had two goals: first, analyzing the different forns that
denocracies can assune (an initial attenpt of which was already
included in my 1984 book Denocracies) and, second, the perfornance
of these different types of denocracy, that is, how well does their
deci si on-maki ng operate, especially with regard to nmacro-econom c
policy, and how well do they performin ternms of denocratic
quality. That is why the subject of performance, after being
previewed in the Preface and the first chapter, is not discussed
again until chapter 14. | see the mgjoritarian-consensus contrast
as a question of forns of governnent rather than their perfornmance.
But this appears to be nerely a term nol ogi cal di sagreenent between

Moberg and ne.

2. Are the differences that | find wwth regard to the
performance ("so what") variables small? | agree that this is the
case with regard to macro-econonm c policy outconmes. But this is
al so exactly what | expected to find, and it is a significant
finding since multitudes of political scientists have argued in the

past that majoritarian denocracy works much better in these



respects than consensus denocracy. Wth regard to just about al

of the denocratic-quality variables (and also with regard to what |
call the "kinder, gentler" attributes of consensus denocracy) the
differences are | arge enough to be statistically significant; they
are in the expected direction (favoring consensus denocracy); and
they tend to increase instead of decrease in magnitude when ot her
potential explanatory variables are controlled for and extrene

outliers are renoved fromthe anal ysis.

3. Moberg's definitions of "logic" and "l ogi cal deduction"” are
clearly stricter than mne. (lIncidentally, | tend to use the term
"derivation" instead of "deduction.") Al that | have in mnd is
that the nost inportant differences between majoritarian and
consensus denocracy can be described in terns of the mgjoritarian-
consensus contrast. For instance, the first and nost inportant
di fference between el ectoral systens is between plurality and ot her
maj oritarian systens on one hand and proportional nmethods on the
other; this difference has an obvious relationship to
maj oritariani smvs. consensus. To use another exanple, the nost
i nportant distinction between cabinets that one finds in the
extensive literature on cabinet coalitions and cabinet durability
is the difference between m nimal w nning and oversi zed cabi nets;
this again is a difference that can easily be interpreted in terns

of the majoritarian-consensus distinction.

4. Moberg questions whet her "consensus" is the proper

("fitting") termfor the type of denocracy that is the opposite of



maj oritarian denocracy. | think that it fits the character of
consensus denocracy on the executives-parties dinension quite well,
but | agree that it does not express what | call the "federalist”
characteristics equally well. Perhaps | should have used the
separate "consensus" and "federalist” terns. Karl Kaiser has
suggested that a better general termwould be "negotiation"
denocracy (see p. 2 of Patterns of Denocracy); "bargaining"
denocracy woul d be another possibility. | leave it up to other
schol ars whet her they want to change ny term nology. | think that
it will be confusing instead of helpful if | now swtched to

different terns fromthe ones that | used in Patterns of Denocracy.

5. On ny finding that there are two separate clusters of
maj oritarian vs. consensus characteristics: | think that it was a
pl ausible initial hypothesis that all ten would tend to occur
together. The assunption that denocracies that use non-
maj oritarian procedures would want to use both the shared-power and
t he divi ded-power forns seens entirely reasonable to ne. The
evi dence, however, clearly shows that this is not the case, and a
good explanation for this finding is, | think, that non-
maj oritarian denocracies tend to have clear preferences for either
t he shar ed- power approach or the divided-power approach. One
puzzle that is not solved by this explanation is why the two
di nensi ons are al nost conpletely unrelated to each other: that is
to say, it makes sense to think of the two approaches as different,
but why are they so clearly alternative approaches? 1| have no good

answer to this question.



6. Moberg's definition of a mniml w nning coalition is
obvi ously much broader than mne; for instance, a cabinet that
contains a party that is not necessary for the cabinet to have at
| east 50 percent support in the legislature, is always considered
oversized by nme but, if this party is included for insurance under
conditions of uncertainty, a mninmal w nning cabinet by Mberg.
One practical problemw th Mberg's definitionis that in practice
it is very difficult to determ ne what exactly the reason for the
i nclusion of the unnecessary party is. Let nme also point out that
my definition is in agreenent wwth the standard usage in the vast
literature on cabinet coalitions (reviewed in Chapter 6 of Patterns

of Denocracy).

7. Finally, the argunents that Moberg advances for the thesis
that in two-party systens the one-party governnment wll be closer
to the nmedi an-voter than coalition cabinets in nultiparty systens
is entirely plausible. And it is reasonable to extend this
argunent to majoritarian systens (which are often two-party systens
Wi th one-party cabinets) generally. The problemis that it is not
true in practice. | cite and use John Huber's and Bi ngham Powel | ' s
findings on pp. 287-88 of Patterns of Denocracy; these show that it
is in fact the other way around: in consensus systens, the
governnent is actually closer to the nmedian voter than in
maj oritarian systens. Mre about this can be found in Powell's
recent book El ections as Instrunents of Denocracy (Yale University

Press, 2000). One explanation is that, while it is true that two-



party systens tend to be center-oriented, plurality and ot her
maj oritarian election nethods tend to have a | ot of "accidents" and

often fail to produce pure or alnost pure two-party systens.



