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Abstract

In coalition governments, parties invest much effort to manage delegation costs to
individual ministers. In this article, we examine an intra-executive mechanism for
managing delegation costs: Assigning ministerial co-responsibility in cabinet de-
cisions. Using data of cabinet decisions in Israel, we test when and under what
conditions co-responsibility is assigned. We find that co-responsibility is assigned
strategically by cabinet members weighing the risk of a drift against the costs of
imposing co-responsibility. These findings demonstrate an understudied mech-
anism through which coalition governments narrow ministerial autonomy and
informational advantage once policies reach the cabinet. In doing so, this research
contributes to a better understanding of policymaking in coalition governments.
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In coalition governments, the cabinet, which is collectively responsible to the
parliament for its policymaking, delegates its authority to individual cabinet
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ministers. However, delegation imposes risks. Coalition governments are
composed of several parties with different and, in some cases, contradicting
preferences. When authority is delegated to them, cabinet ministers receive
significant autonomy and agenda setting power and gain an informational
advantage on the policies under the jurisdiction of their department (Laver &
Shepsle, 1994). Ministers are induced to use their autonomy and informational
advantage to advance the policy preferences of their parties and, hence, meet
their policy and electoral goals. In some cases, the actions of these ministers
might be at odds with the preferences of other members in the coalition or with
the coalition compromise. Coalition partners will, therefore, try to manage the
delegation costs by limiting the ministers’ autonomy and informational ad-
vantage (Andeweg, 2000).

How delegation costs are managed is key for understanding policymaking
in coalition governments. A rich body of research addresses the use of various
ex-ante and ex-post mechanisms that limit the cabinet minister’s autonomy.
Such mechanisms can involve parliament (Carroll & Cox, 2012; Martin &
Vanberg, 2011) or can be intra-executive (Andeweg, 2000; Fernandes et al.,
2016; Lipsmeyer & Pierce, 2011; Thies, 2001). Most of these mechanisms,
however, have political opportunity and enforcement costs (Miiller & Meyer,
2011). Consequently, coalition partners use these mechanisms strategically,
assessing the possible risk of a minister to drift from the coalition compromise
against the costs of overseeing her and preventing or minimizing the drift.
Contributing to the existing literature on policymaking in coalition govern-
ments and, particularly, to research on intra-executive mechanisms for
managing delegation costs (Fernandes et al., 2016; Kliiser, 2022; Lipsmeyer
& Pierce, 2011), we explore an understudied intra-executive mechanism that
is based on institutional checks (Miiller & Meyer., 2011): Assigning co-
responsibility in cabinet decisions.

Cabinet decisions are the main output of cabinet meetings. They include
decisions about bills, decrees, regulations, programs, nominations, and other
policy outputs. In many cases, the cabinet decides to assign more than one
minister as responsible for the implementation of a decision. This will be
termed co-responsibility. Co-responsibility provides the co-responsible
minister with an opportunity to gain information and affect the im-
plementation of a policy that is handled in a different ministry (we term this the
primary responsible minister). Because cabinet decisions are made frequently
and address various policy problems, co-responsibility makes it possible to
keep tabs on ministers on various issues and respond to changing political
interests. Along with these advantages, co-responsibility is also a direct in-
terference in ministerial autonomy. Therefore, cabinet ministers, in most
cases, object to having a co-responsible minister assigned. This might lead to a
conflict between the coalition partners. Consequently, coalition partners
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assign co-responsibility strategically, weighing the risks from a possible drift
and the risk of a coalitional conflict.

Based on an analysis of cabinet decisions in Israel, we examine under what
conditions the cabinet is more likely to assign co-responsibility to two (or more)
ministers. Israel is a typical case for studying co-responsibility in cabinet de-
cisions. All governments in Israel have been coalition governments. The Israeli
cabinet is central to policymaking and is relatively collegial (Arian etal., 2001). In
contrast, the parliamentary committee system is considered weak (Hazan, 2001),
and there is coalition discipline on parliamentary affairs, both of which increase
the likelihood of using intra-executive mechanisms such as co-responsibility to
manage delegation costs (Bergman et al., 2021). Adding to these institutional
advantages for using Israel as a case study to study co-responsibility in cabinet
decisions, Israel also provides an opportunity to examine co-responsibility be-
cause of the availability of a unique longitudinal dataset of cabinet decisions from
1988 to 2019.

Analyzing co-responsibility in cabinet decisions in Israel, we find that co-
responsibility is assigned more frequently when coalition partners believe that
there is a higher risk that ministers will drift from the coalition compromise.
This takes place (1) when the decision appropriates funds because the minister
can use them for allocating targeted benefits (Martin, 2016); (2) when the
decision addresses a complex policy which increases the informational ad-
vantage of the minister, providing her with more opportunities to drift without
being noticed by the other partners (Martin & Vanberg, 2011); and (3) when
the primary responsible minister holds a portfolio which is the most salient to
her party because the audience costs of the party for compromising is high
(Alexiadou & Hoepfner, 2019). We further find that co-responsibility will be
assigned less frequently when the political cost of imposing co-responsibility
is high: (1) when the primary responsible minister is a party leader and
therefore has more bargaining power than other ministers and (2) when the
cabinet is less ideologically cohesive, making the parties less inclined to
compromise and therefore the costs of imposing co-responsibility are higher
(Greene, 2017; Greene & Jensen, 2018).

The rest of the paper continues as follows. First, we present the problem of
delegation in coalition government and the mechanisms used to manage
delegation costs, emphasizing intra-executive mechanisms. Next, we discuss
the mechanism of co-responsibility along with our expectations regarding the
conditions for its use. Then, we present the Israeli cabinet and the benefits of
studying the mechanism of co-responsibility through the Israeli case. In the
empirical sections, we present our data, method, models, and results. In the
last sections, we discuss alternative explanations to our argument that co-
responsibility is a mechanism for managing delegation costs and conclude
with suggestions for further research.
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Managing Delegation Costs in Coalition Government

In parliamentary democracies, the cabinet is collectively responsible to the
parliament for the policymaking of the government. Due to policy complexity,
the cabinet delegates the authority to make policy to individual ministers.
Ministers, therefore, have broad autonomy and agenda setting power in their
ministries on issues that are under their jurisdiction (Laver & Shepsle, 1994).
When all members of the cabinet agree on a certain policy, the autonomy of
ministers is not problematic because the policy set by a minister is in line with
the interest of the government. But, when there are disagreements, there is a
risk that ministers will act to promote their party’s preferences at the expense
of the coalition (Thies, 2001). This is because in coalition governments,
although parties govern jointly, they compete separately for votes. Parties in
the coalition are judged by their constituency on their record in government.
Every compromise that the parties make in the coalition might make them
look as unaccountable. As a result, parties entering a government often suffer
an electoral loss (Andeweg & Timmermans, 2000).

Coalition parties must convince their supporters that they are representing
constituency concerns as effectively as possible, given the existing coalitional
constraints (Martin & Vanberg, 2005, 2011). Parties do so by trying to utilize
their government work to make policies that satisfy their supporters, which in
some cases might contradict the coalition compromise (Miiller and Storm,
2003).

Parties not only have the incentive to drift from the coalition compromise
but also can do so through the cabinet ministries. Ministers have broad au-
tonomy in their departments, and they are familiar with their affairs.
Therefore, ministers in coalition government enjoy an informational ad-
vantage over other ministers regarding policies that fall under their juris-
dictions (Laver & Shepsle, 1994). They can use this informational advantage
to promote their party’s interests without other cabinet members knowing
about it (Andeweg, 2000). In order to sustain the coalition, its partners need to
make sure that other partners will not drift from the coalition compromise
(Miiller & Meyer, 2011). To this end, coalition partners use various mech-
anisms to manage delegation costs. For a mechanism to be effective, it should
reduce the minister’s informational advantage and provide the coalition
partners with tools to amend the policy if a drift is revealed (Martin &
Vanberg, 2011). The various mechanisms are costly. Each mechanism has
opportunity costs and costs of obtaining information and enforcing the co-
alition compromise. As a result, coalition partners act strategically, applying a
mechanism when its benefits outweigh the costs (Miiller & Meyer, 2011).

Existing mechanisms for managing delegation costs can be classified into
three groups. (1) Political Agreements: At the beginning of a government
term, political parties sign a coalition agreement that limits the ministers’
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ability to maneuver (Kliiver & Back, 2019; Moury, 2011; Timmermans, 2006).
(2) Reporting: Ministers are obliged to report their activities to the cabinet or the
parliament. This reduces the informational advantage and provides opportu-
nities for other partners to amend the policy (Back et al., 2021; Bergman et al.,
2021; Martin & Vanberg, 2005). (3) Institutional Checks: Delegating a gov-
emment task to two or more agents who control (or oversee) each other’s
performance. In this paper, we focus on the latter category.

There are several mechanisms that are based on institutional checks. First,
coalition partners can assign a watchdog junior minister to monitor the ac-
tivities of a minister from another party. Rival junior ministers can provide
their party with information about the minister’s activities. This knowledge
can be used to enforce the coalition bargain if the minister is not implementing
it (Thies, 2001). This mechanism has high opportunity costs, however, be-
cause junior ministers cannot be active parliamentarians, and adding a junior
minister to one’s ministry increases rivalry between coalition partners
(Lipsmeyer & Pierce, 2011). More importantly, junior ministers cannot
change the policy but only set off an alarm when they identify a drift.

A more effective mechanism is when forming government to assign
strategically ministers from different coalition parties to ministries with
neighboring or overlapping jurisdictions. Between such ministries, there are
regular consultations and information sharing. This provides opportunities to
gather information and affect policy (Fernandes et al., 2016). At the same
time, this mechanism has high opportunity costs because parties give up on
their most important portfolios (Greene et al., 2021). Furthermore, the
monitoring of each party is limited to the neighboring ministries.

An intra-executive mechanism with lower opportunity costs and broader
jurisdictions is to allocate responsibilities for similar policy issues to two or
more ministries. This, in turn, forces collaboration between the parties during
the policy formulation stage (Kliiser, 2022). Using this mechanism entails
administrative costs and risks of reducing trust between the partners. The
collaboration and coordination are limited to the allocation of responsibilities
that are set at the beginning of the government term. Hence, it does not apply if a
drift takes place in jurisdictions on which there was no collaboration assigned.

We take the idea of institutional checks a step forward by examining an
additional intra-executive mechanism that offers lower opportunity costs and
more flexibility throughout the term of government: Assigning co-
responsibility in cabinet decisions.

An Intra-Cabinet Mechanism for Managing Delegation
Costs: Assigning Co-Responsibility in Cabinet Decisions

A cabinet is an institution composed of ministers who can make collective
government decisions (Barbieri & Vercesi, 2013). The main output of the



6 Comparative Political Studies 0(0)

cabinet is cabinet decisions (Blondel & Miiller-Rommel, 1993). These de-
cisions can be regulatory outputs, decisions on launching specific programs or
establishing committees, or decisions to promote government legislation. In
making decisions, cabinets vary by their collegiality—the degree to which all
votes are equal—and their collectivity—the degree to which important de-
cisions are brought to the cabinet. The more collegial and collective the
cabinet is, the more the decisions are brought to the cabinet for deliberation,
and the more the opportunities ministers from different departments have to
affect the policy (Andeweg, 1993; Barbieri & Vercesi, 2013; Blondel, 1993;
Blondel & Manning, 2002; Vercesi, 2012, 2020).

Like government legislation, the decisions that are brought to the cabinet
are drafted by the ministry which is responsible for the subject matter. This
provides the minister opportunities to use her informational advantage to
promote her party’s preferences at the expense of the coalition. And yet, once a
decision is brought to the cabinet, the minister’s autonomy decreases.
Ministers are often required to consult with other ministers who have an
interest in the decision before introducing it to the entire cabinet. They need to
get the approval of the prime minister to place the decision on the cabinet’s
agenda and they need to gain the required majority in the cabinet to pass the
decision (Barry et al., 2022).

Moreover, the assignment of responsibility over policies is often political
and strategic (Kliiser & Breunig, 2022). This is also true for cabinet decisions
that do not necessarily fall under the jurisdiction of a specific ministry
(Timmermans & Moury, 2006). During the deliberation over the cabinet
decisions before they are brought to the cabinet for approval, ministers can be
formally assigned as co-responsible for a decision’s implementation. For
instance, the minister responsible for the police department could be added as
co-responsible for implementing a policy of the Ministry of Welfare aimed at
handling youth at risk, or the Ministry of Economy and the Ministry of
Agriculture could be co-responsible for implementing regulations on food
exportation.

Co-responsibility provides an opportunity for ministers to be involved in
the affairs of other ministers, is not bound to specific ministries or policy
issues, and is limited to the specific decision. As such, it offers flexibility in
managing delegation costs when a new problem is placed on the agenda or
when political circumstances demand it within a specific issue. In addition, the
co-responsible minister is equal to the minister introducing the decision,
which gives the former a significant authority in policy implementation.
Hence, co-responsible ministers can affect the policy implementation if a drift
is revealed. By that, this mechanism fulfills both conditions for effective
management of delegation costs: reducing the informational advantage of the
primary minister and enabling the monitoring minister to affect policy.
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Co-responsibility has lower opportunity costs than other intra-executive
mechanisms because it does not require the ministers to give up on their
preferred portfolios or on parliament members. Some opportunity costs still
exist because the co-responsible ministry’s administration is responsible for
the policy implementation. The higher costs, however, are those of imposing
co-responsibility. Assigning co-responsibility entails a direct intervention in
the minister’s autonomy within her department. Therefore, the primary re-
sponsible minister (the minister who heads the ministry with the institutional
responsibility) is likely to oppose having a co-responsible minister assigned.
This may lead to a conflict.

Correspondingly, we expect that, like other mechanisms for managing
delegation costs, co-responsibility will be used strategically, weighing the risk
that the minister might drift from the coalition compromise and the costs of
imposing it on the minister’s autonomy. These considerations generate a set of
expectations for the use of this mechanism.

The first set of expectations refers to the perceived danger (by the cabinet)
from drift. First, the incentive of a minister to drift increases when the adoption
of the policy can promote the party’s policy and vote goals. Parties entering
government can decrease the electoral loss by engaging in vote buying—
providing targeted benefits to their constituency—and, in doing so, maintain
or expand their electoral support (Kopecky et al., 2012; Martin, 2016). We,
therefore, expect that when a minister introduces a cabinet decision that
includes budget appropriation, coalition partners may be more suspicious of
the policy and impose co-responsibility.

Hl. Co-responsibility is more likely in decisions that include budget
appropriations.

Second, the more complex the policy is, the more expertise and infor-
mation are needed, which makes it more difficult for other cabinet members to
challenge the policy and its implementation (Martin & Vanberg, 2011).
Correspondingly, in complex policy proposals, the minister can drift more
easily from the coalition compromise without being noticed. Coalition
partners can overcome this problem by monitoring and affecting the policy
during the implementation stage by assigning co-responsibility, which pro-
vides them with access through civil servants involved in the implementation.
We, therefore, expect that there will be higher rates of assigning co-
responsibility for decisions involving complex issues.

H2. Co-responsibility is more likely in decisions introducing complex policy
proposals.

Third, the risk of drift increases when there are higher audience costs for
the party. Portfolios differ in their importance to the party. Parties often try to
negotiate responsibility over portfolios that have to do with issues the party
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cares most about (Béck et al., 2011). Voters, and especially party activists, pay
more attention to the policies made in the ministries the party cares most about
(Greene & Jensen, 2016). Voters hold a minister more responsible for
adopting policies that go against their electoral promises when the minister is
formally responsible for these issues. Therefore, parties find it more important
to keep their electoral promises when they hold their most salient portfolio
(Alexiadou & Hoepfner, 2019). This, in turn, might lead to a drift from the
coalition compromise. To limit such drift, cabinet members may impose co-
responsibility on the mister holding that most salient portfolio.

H3. Co-responsibility is more likely assigned in decisions that fall under the
Jurisdiction of a portfolio that is the most salient to the party of the primary
responsible minister.

The second set of expectations refers to the costs of imposing co-
responsibility. The efforts of coalition partners to assign co-responsibility
might lead to a conflict. When the primary responsible minister has high
bargaining power, she may use it to avoid any limit on her authority and
independence (Lupia & Strom, 2008; Lupia & Strem, 2006). The amount of
party resources a minister has affects her role in the cabinet’s decision-making
process (Vercesi, 2012). In coalition governments, this includes two primary
positions: Minsters, who are party leaders, and ministers from the Formateur
Party. Ministers who are party leaders are very powerful because they have
high walk-away value, which allows them to avoid co-responsibility. We,
therefore, expect that co-responsibility will be assigned less frequently to
party leaders.

HA4. Co-responsibility is less likely when a party leader is the primary re-
sponsible for the decision.

In addition, ministers from the prime minister’s party are more likely to
avoid oversight (Lipsmeyer & Pierce, 2011). This is due to the power of the
prime minister, who is often involved in conflict resolutions (Miiller et al.,
1993), and has the power to set the cabinet’s agenda (Vercesi, 2012). Hence,
she also might have the power to shield her ministers from co-responsibility.

H5. Co-responsibility is less likely when the primary responsible minister is
from the prime minister s party.

The coalition conflict might also lead to government termination. Parties
entering government are risking electoral loss because coalition politics re-
quires compromise, and, therefore, they may fail to fulfill their promises to
their voters. Parties which are closer to each other ideologically find it easier to
compromise on issues than distant parties. The more divergent the preferences
are, the more costly a compromise might be in terms of audience costs.
Assigning co-responsible ministers might lead to a policy compromise.
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Ideologically distant parties are willing to keep their promises and not
compromise, even at the cost of a government termination (Greene, 2017,
Greene & Jensen, 2018). As a result, when the government is less ideo-
logically cohesive, the costs of assigning co-responsibility may increase. We,
therefore, expect that co-responsibility will be less likely when the cabinet is
less cohesive.

H6. Co-responsibility is less likely when the government is less ideologically
cohesive.

The Israeli Cabinet and Cabinet Decisions

To test our hypotheses, we use an original dataset of cabinet decisions in
Israel. Israel is a multiparty parliamentary democracy with coalition gov-
ernments. The Israeli cabinet is central in government policymaking. It meets
every week for about 3 hours and makes around 400-500 decisions per year.
There is no inner cabinet, and the majority of the decisions (except for de-
cisions on foreign and security issues) are made in the cabinet plenum (Zohar,
2018). This makes the Israeli cabinet a cabinet government (Blondel &
Miiller-Rommel, 1993) where important decisions are brought to the cabi-
net. Each minister in the cabinet, including the prime minister, has one vote.
Like in other parliamentary democracies, the prime minister has the authority
to set the cabinet agenda. However, besides decisions introduced by the prime
minister, the role of the prime minister is mostly reactive and the prime
minister does not initiate decisions that fall under the jurisdiction of other
ministries (Arian et al., 2001; Zohar, 2018). Taken together, for the most part,
the Israeli cabinet can be seen as collegial and collective.

The Israeli case can be seen as a typical case for assigning co-responsibility
in cabinet decisions and as such appropriate for a systematic examination of
this mechanism. Co-responsibility is an intra-executive mechanism. Coalition
governments are more likely to use intra-executive mechanisms when the
parliamentary committee system is weak (Carroll & Cox, 2012; Martin &
Vanberg, 2011), when there is coalitional discipline in parliamentary affairs,
and when there is a formal coalition agreement (Andeweg & Timmermans,
2000; Bergman et al., 2021). Israel meets all three conditions: A relatively
weak parliamentary committee system (Hazan, 2001), a coalition discipline,
and written formal coalition agreements. Lastly, in a collegial cabinet as we
have in Israel, the cabinet is the primary locus of decision-making. It is
characterized by intraparty bargaining and coordination over policy (Muller
and Strem, 2003; Strem et al., 2008). As such, it is logical to expect that co-
responsibility will be broadly used.

The Israeli case also has empirical merits. The relatively high number of
cabinet decisions each year provides an opportunity to study the use and
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characteristics of this mechanism across various types of decisions and
subjects. In addition, Israel provides access to a dataset that includes all non-
classified cabinet decisions, a dataset not available in most countries.

Cabinet decisions in Israel include a variety of types: legislation, decrees,
comprehensive programs, budget appropriations, nominations, establishing
committees, and more. Apart from decisions on legislation, some nomina-
tions, and the annual budget, there is no formal regulation on which types of
decisions or issues should be brought to the cabinet (Arian et al., 2001),
leaving ministers with broad discretionary power. This, however, is not unusual.
In many other parliamentary democracies, the threshold of what is being
brought to the cabinet and what is left to the department is contingent on the type
of government and its composition (Barry et al., 2022; Nousiainen, 1993).

The decisions are initiated by the minister or the senior administrators.
After drafting the decision, it is passed on to the Ministry of Finance, the
Ministry of Justice, and all other ministers whose jurisdictions have to do with
the decision for their comments and consent. In addition, the minister also
negotiates with the prime minister to convince her to place the decision on the
cabinet’s agenda, as well as with other ministers to gain the needed majority to
pass the decision. In the decision’s final draft, which is sent to all cabinet
ministers several days before each meeting, the minister introducing the
decision must name the ministers who are responsible for the decision’s
implementation. Co-responsibility is therefore set in the proposal and not
contingent on the goodwill of the primary responsible minister. The cabinet
rulebook does not define who these ministers should be. This ambiguity
makes it possible to assign co-responsible ministers regardless of their ju-
risdictions. The decision is deliberated in the cabinet meeting and is voted on.
Given the deliberative process that is determined in advance, most decisions
are approved (Zohar, 2018).

Data

Our data include all cabinet decisions from 1989 to 2019. During this period,
there were 12 cabinets with 7 different prime ministers, 282 ministerial terms,
and 150 different individual ministers. Most ministers were politicians who
were elected as members of parliament (Knesset) or party members who did
not get a seat in the Knesset (10 ministers). Three ministers were technocrat
ministers (neither elected nor party members).'

Decisions from 1989 to 1997 were collected from the government sec-
retary. Decisions from 1998 to 2019 were collected electronically from the
website of the Prime Minister Office. Our data do not include classified
decisions (which we do not have), decisions that authorize ministers’ foreign
travel (which are not policy-related and hence dropped), general decisions
about the whole cabinet (e.g., establishing a ministerial committee) (which do
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not address a specific ministry and hence dropped), and the ratification of
international treaties (which are technical decisions made through phone vote
and therefore dropped). To allow systematic analysis, we further kept in our
dataset only decisions referring to 20 ministries that operated throughout the
period and that have their own budgets. After our screening, the total number
of decisions included in our data is 12,885. To the best of our knowledge, this
is the most detailed dataset of cabinet decisions in Israel.

Figure 1 summarizes the number of decisions over time, ranging from 118
to 632 decisions per year (mean = 402.66; standard deviation = 130.61). The
figure demonstrates an upward trend in the number of decisions from around
200 in the early 1990s to more than 400 since the turn of the century. Beyond
the overall increase, we find substantial variation throughout the three decades
examined.

Each decision was hand coded by two coders for information required for
this project. First, we coded each decision for the policy content using the
Comparative Agendas Project coding scheme as adjusted to Israel (Cavari
et al., 2022). Based on the major and minor issues, we matched each decision
with the department the topic falls under its jurisdiction during the time the
decision was made (see Appendix A). For instance, decisions on education
were matched with the Ministry of Education and decisions on health to the
Ministry of Health. This classification considered shifts of departments across
ministries during the period under examination. Based on this classification,
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we identified the minister who was in office when the decision was made. This
minister was defined as the one assigned with primary responsibility for the
decision. In 243 decisions, there was no minister in office at the time of the
decision, and therefore, we assigned no primary responsibility. These latter
decisions are used in the descriptive statistics below but dropped from the
statistical model (which uses co-responsibility as a dependent variable and
therefore is coded as missing).

Second, based on the content of the decision, we identified whether the
decision mentioned additional ministries responsible for the decision. These
decisions are coded as decisions that assign co-responsibility. Based on the co-
responsible ministry mentioned in the decision, we further identified the
minister in office at the time the decision was made.

The third column in Table 1 summarizes the number of decisions under the
jurisdiction of each ministry in our dataset. The Prime Minister’s office and the
Ministry of Finance are the ministries with the highest number of decisions
(1399 and 1,335, respectively), and the Ministry of Immigration and Ministry
of Tourism have the fewest (165 and 112, respectively). The small number of
decisions for some ministries is not only due to their policy fields which
occupy a relatively small part of the government agenda (e.g., Tourism) but
also might suggest that a significant part of the policymaking is made within
the departments rather than by government decisions (e.g., Health). This is
because ministries differ in the extent that they involve the cabinet in their
policymaking. Ministries with overlapping jurisdictions are more likely to
bring policies to the cabinet than other ministries (Blondel, 1993; Mackie &
Hogwood, 1984).

Columns 1 and 2 summarize the number and percentage of decisions that
do not assign or that assign co-responsibility (respectively). On average, in
22.73% of the decisions (N = 2929), there was at least one co-responsible
minister (the maximum number of co-responsible ministers in one decision
was 18).

Figure 2 summarizes the share of decisions that assign co-responsibility in
each year. While there is some variation, the overall pattern shows relative
consistency. Every year, at least 16% of the decisions assign co-responsibility,
and not more than 31%. The relatively high share of decisions with co-re-
sponsibility—21.82% per year—suggests that this practice is not marginal.
The standard variation is 6.01, which means that the coefficient of variation is
0.28, or a 28% difference.” The relatively low variation, together with the lack
of a clear trend, suggests that the tool is used systematically and does not
reflect a haphazard assignment of responsibility or a trending use of the tool.
This also corresponds to previous findings on other mechanisms suggesting
that once the government introduces a mechanism it continues using it (Miiller
& Meyer., 2011).
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Table I. Number of Decisions by Ministry and Share of Co-Responsibility.

Co-responsibility in decisions

Ministry No Yes Total
Prime Minister Office 1205 194 1399
86.13% 13.87% 100.00
Finance 1131 204 1335
84.72 15.28 100.00
Economy 786 341 1127
69.74 30.26 100.00
Transportation 599 241 840
71.31 28.69 100.00
Defense 607 174 781
77.72 22.28 100.00
Interior 503 231 734
68.53 31.47 100.00
Foreign Affairs 643 65 708
90.82 9.18 100.00
Education 554 140 694
79.83 20.17 100.00
Energy 498 188 686
72.59 2741 100.00
Welfare 443 186 629
70.43 29.57 100.00
Communication 503 62 565
89.03 10.97 100.00
Housing 387 154 541
71.53 28.47 100.00
Public Safety 425 92 517
82.21 17.79 100.00
Environment 342 162 504
67.86 32.14 100.00
Justice 399 59 458
87.12 12.88 100.00
Health 271 161 432
62.73 37.27 100.00
Agriculture 266 127 393
67.68 32.32 100.00
Science 218 47 265
82.26 17.74 100.00
Immigration 104 6l 165
63.03 36.97 100.00
Tourism 72 40 112
64.29 35.71 100.00

(continued)
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Table 1. (continued)

Co-responsibility in decisions

Ministry No Yes Total
Total 9956 2929 12,885
77.27% 22.73% 100.00

First row reports frequencies, and second row reports row percentages.
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Figure 2. Percent of decisions assigning co-responsibility over time.

Column 2 in Table 1 reveals a strong variation among ministries in the
share of decisions that assign co-responsibility. For all ministries, most de-
cisions do not assign co-responsibility. The highest rate of co-responsibility is
for the Ministry of Health (37.27%), followed by Immigration (36.97%),
Tourism (35.71%), and Agriculture (32.32%). The lowest rate is for Foreign
Affairs (9.18%), Communication (10.97%), Justice (12.88%), and the Prime
Minister’s Office (13.37%). All other ministries range from 15 to 30%.

To assess the nature of these decisions, we examine characteristics of
decisions that assign co-responsibility. First, we find that in 88% of the
decisions that assign co-responsibility, the co-responsible ministers were from
rival parties (N = 2951). This resembles other mechanisms, such as junior
ministers or committee chairs who are assigned from rival parties. Second, of
the decisions that appropriate funds (N = 1148), about half (51%) assign co-
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responsibility (compared to only 20% of decisions with no budget appro-
priations). Finally, 72% of decisions that introduce a complex policy (e.g.,
include several aspects such as crime prevention in the Arab sector and re-
ducing school violence, N = 302) are assigned co-responsibility, compared to
only 22% among all other decisions.

Adding to the coding that is based on the content of each decision, we
collected information about each minister who was assigned responsibility for
the decision—whether the primary responsible minister was a party leader,
whether she was from the prime minister’s party, the seat share in the Knesset
held by the party of the primary responsible minister, and whether the
portfolio the primary minister is responsible for is the most salient portfolio to
the minister’s party. The latter coding was based on a modification of Evans
(2018), as explained in Appendix B.’

Finally, we included a covariate for the ideological cohesiveness within the
cabinet. Using the RILE scores of the Comparative Manifesto Project
(Lehmann et al., 2022), we calculated the weighted average distances between
the parties in the cabinet.”

Models and Results

Our focus is on the determinants of assigning co-responsibility. The unit of
analysis is an individual decision, and the outcome variable is a binary variable
of whether the decision assigns co-responsibility or not. The data include all
decisions from which we were able to identify a minister (N = 12,642). Our
explanatory variables refer to factors affecting the perceived risk of policy drift
of the primary responsible minister and the perceived risk of a conflict if co-
responsibility is assigned.

Consistent with our hypotheses, we included the following variables for the
perceived risk of policy drift and political costs of imposing co-responsibility.
For drift, we include (1) whether the decision appropriates funds (binary), (2)
whether the decision refers to a complex policy (binary), and (3) the saliency
of the portfolio to the party (binary). For the costs of imposing co-
responsibility, we include (4) whether the minister who is assigned pri-
mary responsibility is the leader of his party (binary), (5) whether the minister
is from the prime minister’s party (binary), and (4) the ideological divergence
of the cabinet (continuous).

We also include two control variables. First, the primary minister’s party
seat share (continuous) because the party size might affect the ability of the
party to avoid being monitored (Lipsmeyer & Pierce, 2011). Second, whether
the decision was made during the period of direct election for the prime
minister (a period lasting from 1996 to 2002) (binary). The direct election
reform aimed at empowering the prime minister. A more powerful prime
minister has more leeway over firing or reshuffling cabinet ministers, which
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might reduce the minister’s incentive to drift (Huber & Martinez-Gallardo,
2008; Indridason & Kam, 2008). Moreover, when the prime minister has more
institutional powers, there are less internal-conflict management arenas used
(Bergman et al., 2021).

Given the binary nature of our dependent variable, we use a logistic es-
timator. To account for a possible effect of the policy area of the decision, we
include policy area fixed effects (policy areas based on the CAP codes). The
results of the logistic model are summarized in Column 1 of Table 2.

The results support several of our expectations. Concurring with H1,
decisions that involve budget appropriations are substantially more likely to
be assigned co-responsibility. This suggests that coalition partners are aware
of the possibility that ministers will appropriate funds to promote their own
policy and electoral goals at the expense of the coalition and therefore are
more inclined to monitor such decisions.’

Table 2. Assessing the Determinants of Assigning Co-Responsibility.

(M @
Involve Odds ratios

Budget appropriated 119k 3.29
(0.071)

Complex policy 1.606%+* 4.98
(0.14)

Portfolio most salient to the party 9% 1.21
(0.066)

Minister Party Leader —0.131* .88
(0.06)

Minister from Formateur Party —0.099
(0.072)

Cabinet Ideological Range —0.047° 95
(0.026)

Seat share of Party of Minister .081
(0.358)

Direct elections of PM 1627 1.18
(0.057)

Constant —1.728%+
0.119)

Observations 12,642

Pseudo R? .075

Standard errors are in parentheses. ¥**p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05, "p <.l. Table does not include
topic fixed effects.
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As expected (H2), co-responsibility is more likely to be assigned to
complex policies in which the minister has more informational advantage over
the other cabinet members and more opportunities to drift without being
noticed. This effect is substantial. Calculating the odds ratios to account for the
substantial effect, we find that complex decisions are 4.98 as likely as non-
complex decisions to be assigned co-responsible ministers.

The findings also support our expectation that co-responsibility is more
likely to be assigned to decisions that fall under the jurisdiction of min-
istries that are the most important to the primary responsible minister (H3).
This suggests that coalition partners suspect that parties who are re-
sponsible for issues that are very important to them might feel more
committed or that their hands are more tied to fulfilling their promises on
these issues and promoting their policy goals when they have the re-
sponsibility on these issues (Alexiadou & Hoepfner, 2019). Therefore,
they may have an incentive to drift and as such should be monitored and
stopped if needed.

Our findings also support the expectation that coalition partners will assign
less co-responsibility to ministers who have enough power to object it, but
only for party leaders. We found that, as expected (H4), party leaders are less
likely to be assigned co-responsibility. This finding suggests that the political
capital and the walk-away power is more important than the risk of policy
drift. Party leaders entering government have more incentive to drift from the
coalition compromise than other ministers because they need to work es-
pecially hard to convince their supporters that they are working on their behalf
and did not enter government for the spoils of the office (Martin & Vanberg,
2011). Despite that, they are less likely to be assigned a co-responsible
minister than other members.

As for the ministers from the prime minister’s party (HS), we find no
support for our expectations that these ministers will be less likely to be
assigned co-responsibility. The coefficient sign is negative but insignificant.
The data do not confirm that ministers from the prime minister’s party have
more leverage than ministers from other parties when negotiating co-
responsibility. It might also suggest that the prime minister does not have
enough power to reduce the co-responsibility his ministers are subject to. An
additional support for this can be found in our finding that during the period
when the prime minister was elected directly and had more formal powers, co-
responsibility was more likely (a positive coefficient sign and statistically
significant result). Furthermore, we find no effect of the party’s size (seat
share) on co-responsibility. This provides an indicator that the political
strength of the minister’s party (in terms of its seats) has no effect on assigning
co-responsibility.
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Lastly, we also find limited support for our expectation that less ideo-
logically cohesive governments are likely to avoid assigning co-responsibility
(H6). The effect is very small and only at the 0.1 level. While we should be
cautious in interpreting these results and, especially, for applying them to
individual preferences, they suggest that parties that are closer ideologically
may be willing to agree to have a co-responsible minister. This is mostly
because these parties have less to lose since the policy compromise that might
follow due to this assignment is likely to be relatively minor given the little
divergence on preferences.

To further examine the more specific effect of ideology on the assignment
of co-responsibility, we used additional data from the Comparative Mani-
festo Project (Lehmann et al., 2022) to test the effect of differences in issue-
specific positions of parties on co-responsibility. Following Kliiser (2022),
we calculated the distance between the policy position of each party in each
policy area to the overall average of all government parties for that area. This
provides an issue-specific ideological distance measure, which we used in
exchange of the more general ideological measure in our primary model.
Because the data are limited to only three-quarters of decisions (not ran-
domly distributed between ministries), we include this model in the Ap-
pendix.® Similarly to our findings regarding ideological cohesion, the results
suggest that when there is a large distance between the parties, co-
responsibility is less likely to be assigned. This further strengthens our
argument that ideologically distant parties are less willing to compromise on
co-responsibility (see model results and discussion of limited data in
Appendix C).

Addressing Alternative Explanations

A possible critique of our suggested mechanism is that co-responsibility is not
a tool for managing delegation costs, but rather it is assigned based on the
complex nature of the policy that requires collaboration between several
departments. In that case, ministers perhaps would like to have co-responsible
ministers assigned in order to assist them in the policymaking task. The data
does not support this argument. While a majority (72%) of decisions about a
complex policy are assigned co-responsibility, these are only about a quarter
(28%) of all decisions that are assigned co-responsibility. In other words, it is
not the only (or even the main) reason this practice is employed.
Alternatively, co-responsibility may be better understood as a blame
avoidance strategy to spread the blame across many actors (Hood, 2010;
Weaver, 1986). There is reason to expect this because, in multiparty gov-
ernments, the public punishes the most those with the agenda setting power,
namely, the primary responsible minister, believing that those with the
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agenda setting power have the highest effect on the decision (Duch et al.,
2015). In addition, in coalition governments, the responsibility (and
therefore the blame) is disproportionately attributed to the prime minister’s
party (Kliiver & Spoon, 2016; Plescia et al., 2022). Taken together, indi-
vidual ministers and ministers from the prime ministers’ party might have an
interest in having a co-responsible minister assigned in order to spread the
blame. If this is true, then co-responsibility is not forced on the ministers but
is chosen by them.

For the blame sharing explanation to be valid, we should expect that co-
responsibility will be shared across ministers from the same party of the
minister and of rival parties. Our findings, however, demonstrate that in more
than 87% of the decisions that are assigned co-responsibility, the co-
responsibility is shared between ministers from rival parties. This resem-
bles other mechanisms of managing delegation costs like appointing junior
ministers (Lipsmeyer & Pierce, 2011) or committee chairs (Carroll & Cox,
2012), in which the monitoring actors are from the rival party of the monitored
minister. Moreover, as explained above, we did not find a difference between
junior partners and ministers from the prime minister’s party. These two
suggest that blame avoidance cannot be seen as a sufficient explanation for co-
responsibility.

Finally, co-responsibility can be seen as a mechanism for sharing credit.
Namely, when a minister promotes a significant policy initiative, other
ministers wish to take credit. This is important, because in multiparty gov-
ernments, the public finds it difficult to attribute responsibility for the policy to
a specific party and junior partners receive much less credit for their poli-
cymaking (Kliiver & Spoon, 2020; Plescia et al., 2022).

This explanation is plausible, given our findings. First, our findings on the
ideological divide suggest that an ideologically cohesive cabinet is more
likely to assign co-responsibility. If there is little ideological divergence,
parties will find it easier to claim credit for policies than when there is a
significant divide. Second, our findings on decisions with budget appro-
priations suggest that when funds are appropriated, several ministers may
want to take credit for benefiting the public. Lastly, our findings that party
leaders are less likely to be assigned a co-responsible minister can also be
explained by their reluctance to share credit with other parties. At the same
time, the finding that when the party holds its most salient portfolio, it is
more likely to have co-responsibility assigned cannot be explained by the
wish to share credit, unless the party of the co-responsible minister also has
strong preferences for the same portfolio. Furthermore, we can also expect
that if the aim is credit sharing, then decisions introduced by junior partners
will be less likely to have co-responsibility because junior partners, may find
it hard to claim credit in a coalition government (Kliiver & Spoon, 2020),
will be more reluctant than ministers from the prime minister’s party to share
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their credit. However, our results did not find a significant difference be-
tween the two types of parties.

Conclusion

The way partners in coalition government manage delegation costs is key for
understanding policymaking in coalition government. This paper contributes to this
broad research by systematically assessing an intra-executive mechanism that
coalition partners use during the government term—assigning co-responsibility in
cabinet decisions. In doing so, this paper improves our understanding of policy-
making in coalition government. Moreover, it contributes to a better understanding
of decision-making in the cabinet, an arena often seen as a black box.

Based on the analysis of cabinet decisions in Israel, we show that co-
responsibility in cabinet decisions is not a marginal practice. Rather, it is used
broadly across ministries and regarding policies that are not necessarily such
that require collaboration. Like other oversight mechanisms, the monitoring
minister is from a different party than the primary responsible minister. These
two findings suggest that co-responsibility in cabinet decisions is used for
managing delegation costs.

Co-responsibility is employed when coalition partners believe that the
primary responsible minister has an incentive to drift from the coalition
compromise. Because co-responsibility allows flexibility, the decision on
whether to assign co-responsibility or not is made based on the content and
type of each decision. Decisions which appropriate funds or complex policy
programs were found as more likely to be assigned co-responsibility. De-
cisions that fall under the jurisdiction of a ministry that is important to the
minister’s party are also more likely to be assigned co-responsibility.

At the same time, coalition parties also assess the costs of imposing co-
responsibility. This is because co-responsibility is a measure that reduces the
minister’s autonomy and, therefore may generate a political conflict. When the
primary responsible minister has enough political power, parties may avoid
the conflict of assigning co-responsibility. This was found true for party
leaders. When the primary responsible minister is in a government that is
ideologically divergent, the conflict might lead to government termination
because in such governments, coalition partners are less willing to com-
promise. Correspondingly, we found that ministers in less ideologically
cohesive governments are less likely to have co-responsibility assigned.

This paper demonstrates that coalition partners consider both types of risks
when assigning co-responsibility. However, it did not examine which con-
siderations are more important and when. It is possible that for some issues or
types of decisions, coalition partners will be more willing to risk conflict and
assign co-responsibility despite the objections than in others.
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Ministers have high autonomy when making policies in their departments.
This autonomy narrows once they introduce the policy to the cabinet. This is
not because of the need to report to the cabinet because cabinet ministers
usually do not interfere in the affairs of other ministers. Rather, it is because
they might be assigned a co-responsible minister with authority to interfere in
their policymaking. By that, this research made a further step away from the
ministerial government model.

The findings in this paper are based on an analysis of a single case. However, the
practice of co-responsibility is not unique to Israel. For instance, Kliiser and Breunig
(2022) demonstrate how several ministries are assigned as co-responsible in
government bills in several countries and call for further research on how gov-
ernment assigns responsibility among ministries. Since the findings in this research
resemble other findings on mechanisms for managing delegation costs, it is logical
to assume that at least some of the findings can be generalized to other countries
with coalition governments, especially those in which there is coalition discipline
on parliamentary affairs, a weak committee system, and some type of cabinet
government. This is because in these systems, intra-executive mechanisms are more
common. The use of co-responsibility might, however, be less frequent in countries
where the cabinets are less central in the policymaking process or in less collegial
cabinets with a dominant and powerful prime minister.

Moreover, the party system in Israel is less stable in terms of frequent party
switching. If we find an effect of salient portfolios in such party system, then
we are even more likely to find such effect in countries where the parties do not
change so frequently and when they have a more stable constituency. Further
research should examine to what extent this mechanism is used in different
types of cabinets and systems.

Finally, several aspects remain unexplored. This paper suggests that co-
responsibility is primary used for managing delegation costs, and therefore, in
most cases, ministers would like to avoid co-responsibility. However, in some
cases, ministers might want to have co-responsible ministers to be assigned.
Further research should look more closely at specific policies in which co-
responsibility is assigned to identify the conditions in which it might be
desirable for the primary responsible minister. In addition, co-responsibility
has two sides: the monitored and the monitoring ministers. This paper focused
on the former. Studying which ministers interfere in other departments and
what makes such interference more likely is equally important. Special focus
should be on the prime minister and the minister of finance, two ministers who
are the regulators of other departments. Lastly, this study does not examine
what happens with the policy once a co-responsible minister is assigned, to
what extent the co-responsible minister amends the policy, and under which
conditions amendments take place. Exploring these aspects could signifi-
cantly improve our understanding of policymaking in coalition governments,
focusing on the actors and the policy made.
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Appendix A

Assigning Responsibility Based on CAP Coding Scheme

The minister

Policy issue

CAP code (major and/or minor
issues)

Agriculture
Communication
Defense

Economy

Education

Energy
Environment
Finance

Foreign Affairs
Health
Housing

Immigration
Interior

Justice

Prime Minister’s
Office

Public Safety
Science

Tourism
Transportation
Welfare

Agriculture, territories, rural housing,

rural development
Telecommunication, broadcast,
computers, postal service

Defense, Palestinian rights, housing for

veterans

Commerce, small businesses, industrial

policy, urban development
Labor*

Education, culture general*, national

holidays*, sports*

Energy, water resources, drinking water

Environment, national parks

Macroeconomy, securities,
commaodities, tax authorities

Civil service, procurement, claims

against the government, planning*,

public lands*
Foreign affairs
Health
Housing

Jewish immigration

Immigration, local authorities, planning

Court administration, family issues,

criminal and civil code, bankruptcy,

copyrights and patents, right to
privacy, anti-government

Bureaucracy, civil service, nominations,
statistics, disaster relief, Israeli identity
and culture, international terrorism

Law and order

Technology, culture general*, sports*

Tourism
Transportation, weather forecast

Social welfare, housing for the elderly,

homeless
Labor*

4, 2105, 1404, 1405
1706, 1707, 1709, 2003
16, 210, 1407

1500, 1521, 1522, 1525, 1599,108,
1403, 5

6, 2300, 2030, 1526

8, 2104, 701

7 (excluding 701), 2101

I (excluding 108), 1501, 1502,
1504, 1505, 1507, 1520, 1523,
1598, 2009, 2004, 1400, 1499,
2103, 2100, 2015, 2007,204

19 (excluding 1927)

3

14 (excluding 1403, 1404, 1405,
1409, 1407)

901

900, 902, 2001

1400

1204, 1208, 1210, 1507, 1522
208, 209

2002, 2005, 2013, 1523, 2302,
1927

12 (excluding 1204, 1208)**

17 (excluding 1708, 1707,
1709,1706), 2300, 1526

1524

10, 1708

13, 1408, 1409

5

|. Some jurisdictions moved from one ministry to another during the period under examination.
These policy topics are marked with* *¥1202 was divided between Public Safety and Justice based
on the decision’s content.
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Appendix B
The Measurement of the Most Salient Portfolio to the Party

To identify the portfolios most salient to the party, we modified the
classification suggested by Evans (2018). Evans (2018) conducted an expert
survey to identify the most salient portfolios for each party. He used clusters of
parties (e.g., right-wing and left-wing). We disaggregated the clusters to match
each party’s most salient portfolio. Evans’ survey addresses parties operating
from 1992 to 2015, while the data in the current paper begins in 1988 and ends
in 2019. For the period before 1992, we used information on the parties from
various sources like the Israeli Democracy Institute and previous research, and
like Evans (2018), we applied similar characteristics to parties that were
relatively ideologically similar to parties operating later. For changes over
time, we used information provided in Kenig and Barnea (2014). Lastly, we
made some adjustments for the period after 2015, based on the statements the
party leaders gave during the election campaigns and the government for-
mation process. No portfolio can be seen as the most salient to the party for the
center parties (The Third Way and the Center Party). Table AB1 presents the
portfolios salient to each party during the examined period.

Table ABI. Most Salient Portfolios to the Party (Adaptation of Evans, 2018).

Ministry Party

Defense Likud, Labor, Kadima, lhud Leumi, T’hiya, Tzomet
Agriculture Labor

Education Mafdal, Meretz, Yesh-Atid, Labor until the 1990s
Welfare Shas, Yahadut Hatorah, Gil

Immigration Israel Bealiya, Israel Beytenu

Finance Kulanu, Yesh Atid

Foreign Affairs Likud, Labor, Kadima, Hatnua

Justice Mafdal (Jewish Home) from the 34™ cabinet, Shinui
Interior Shas, Shinui, Israel Bealiya

Housing Shas, Mafdal, Yahadut Hatorah, Kulanu, lhud Leumi, T hiya

Health Gil




24 Comparative Political Studies 0(0)

Appendix C

Assessing the Effect of Ideological Distance on |2 Policy Issues

The calculation of the party’s ideological position on each cabinet decision is
based on Kliiser (2022) suggestion. We first clustered the CMP data into 12 policy
areas (excluding the EU topic). Then, we assigned the position scores to the
cabinet decisions that fall under the 12 areas based on the party affiliation of
the primary responsible minister. To measure the ideological distance between
the parties by policy issues, we calculated the absolute distance between the score
of each decision and the government position on this topic (calculated as the average
position of the government parties weighted by their seat share). We replaced our
aggregate ideological cohesion measures with this issue-specific measure of
ideological distance. The results of this model are summarized in Table ACI.

In reviewing the results, it is important to note that this model includes
only a quarter of the observations because it is based on the 12 policy issues
as used by Kliiser (2022). This excludes many cabinet decisions on
government operations (N = 1695), transportation (N = 834), science and
technology (N = 627), energy (N = 431), housing (N = 406), public lands
(N = 556), culture (N = 188), and some subtopic within the major topics
(N = 43).

The results concur and strengthen our findings about the effect of ideological
difference. Mainly, we find strong inverse relations between the distance and
assigning co-responsibility. When a decision is about an issue on which the parties
in government have diverging positions, co-responsibility is less likely to be
assigned. In these cases, the cost of imposing co-responsibility may be too high.

Most other coefficients are similarly signed. The only major exception is
whether the portfolio is the most salient to the party, which is now negatively
signed. This, however, can be explained by the difference in decisions included in

Table ACI. Assessing the Determinants for Assigning Co-Responsibility Using
Ideological Distance Based on Issue Position.

Co-responsibility

Budget appropriated 1.169%+*
(0.087)
Complex policy 1.54 %+
(0.179)
Portfolio most salient to the party —0.269%F*
(0.061)
Minister Party Leader —0.02
(0.071)

(continued)
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Table ACI. (continued)

Co-responsibility

Minister from Formateur Party —0.447%¥*
(0.086)
CMP Ideological Distance (per policy) —0.096*
(0.041)
Seat share of Party of Minister 782
(0.413)
Direct elections of PM 299
(0.067)
Constant — 1193
(0.088)
Observations 7497
Pseudo R? .05

Standard errors are in parentheses. **p < .001, * < .01, *p < .05, "p < .I.

this model—especially the fact that over 1000 decisions that are coded as under the
jurisdiction of a portfolio most salient to the minister’s party are not included in the
nested data. The coefficient for the Formateur Party is now significant (and signed
as expected), yet we do not suggest any generalizations from this partial model.
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Notes

1. Replication materials and code can be found at Shpaizman & Amnon (2022).

2. Calculated as the ratio between the standard variation and the mean. For ease of
interpretation, the coefficient is usually discussed in terms of percentages, and
hence, the ratio is multiplied by 100 (c.v. = 100 x /%).

3. Research on allocation of portfolios (Béck et al., 2011; Ecker & Meyer, 2019;
Greene & Jensen, 2018) uses the Comparative Manifesto Project data to identify
party saliency in allocation of portfolios. We decided not to use this measure
because some ministries in this analysis, such as Tourism, Communication, Im-
migration, Science, Housing, and Transportation, did not have an exclusive cat-
egory in the CMP coding applicable to each ministry. This created a significant
overlap, making the measure less reliable.

4. We first calculated each cabinet’s ideological score as the average RILE scores of
the coalition partners weighted by their seat share (Cabinet Ideological Score).
Then, we calculated the absolute difference between the RILE score of each party
and the cabinet’s ideological score (Lipsmeyer & Pierce, 2011) (Party Distance).
Our measure of ideological divergence of each cabinet is then the average distances
between the parties and the cabinet’s ideological score (1 Y- (Party Distance;—

Cabinet Score), where n = number of parties in cabinet). i

5. As a robustness check, we tested whether these results are partially driven by the
common assignment of the Minister of Finance as co-responsible for decisions
because of her responsibility to monitor budget appropriations (Hallerberg, 2000).
We re-estimated the model while assigning all decisions in which the Minister of
Finance is assigned co-responsibility (N = 911) as decisions with no co-
responsibility. The effect of the budget covariate remains unchanged. Results of
these models are not substantially different.

6. Because clustering of the CMP scores addresses only 12 policy issues, 4780 de-
cisions have no score.
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