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There is growing interest in the policy impact of legislatures in parliamentary systems. While scholars have shown that

coalition parties rely on legislative amendments to police deviations from the coalition compromise, there are notable gaps in

our understanding of legislative review, most importantly, regarding the substance of amendments. Introducing the concepts

constructive and destructive legislative review, we identify distinct patterns of legislative review by government and opposition

parties. Using the notion of collective cabinet responsibility, we argue that coalition parties are bound by informal rules that

limit them to the labor-intensive redrafting of bills (constructive review). Conversely, opposition parties take a low-cost

approach by proposing to strike out bill sections (destructive review). We provide empirical support for our hypotheses by

analyzing an original data set of counterfactual bills from a German state legislature. The results improve our understanding of

opposition strategies in legislative review and control mechanisms within coalition governments.

ow do coalition and opposition parties in parlia-

mentary systems control government policy? Policy

making by coalition governments is characterized
by a variety of mechanisms aimed at ensuring that individual
ministers do not stray from the coalition compromise. Among
the most important of these mechanisms are the parliamentary
groups of the coalition parties who serve as watchdogs over
the coalition compromise to rein in possible deviations from
the coalition agreement by introducing legislative amend-
ments to government legislation (Martin and Vanberg 2004,
2005; Pedrazzani and Zucchini 2013).

Building on Tsebelis’s (2002) conception of coalition poli-
tics, collective cabinet responsibility has emerged as one of the
most powerful accounts for describing decision-making in
cabinets. In Tsebelis’s model of “cabinet government” (Strom

1994), the cabinet acts as an arena for mutual control where
ministers monitor each other’s policy initiatives. Ultimately,
government legislation is the product of significant intra-
cabinet deliberation, and, formally, the cabinet is responsible
for the proposals that are introduced into parliament. The
collective cabinet responsibility comes with important impli-
cations for parliamentary oversight. For instance, coalition par-
ties are generally expected not to vote against the proposals
originating in the ministries held by their coalition partners
or to publicly voice criticisms of government proposals upon
their adoption (Fortunato 2019, 243).

This article outlines new implications of collective cabinet
responsibility, which shed light on an aspect of parliamentary
oversight that has so far been disregarded: the substance of
legislative review. To this end, we introduce the concepts
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constructive and destructive review. Constructive review im-
plies adding new sections or rewriting existing passages of a bill
proposal, while destructive review aims at striking out bill pas-
sages. Whereas (re)drafting legislation takes considerable time
and effort, destructive amendments are significantly cheaper,
as they do not require drafting legislative text to express sub-
stantive policy ideas.

From the notion of collective cabinet responsibility, we de-
rive that members of the coalition are expected to construc-
tively engage with government policy. Therefore, to prevent
ministerial drift, government parties need to rely on resource-
and labor-intensive forms of legislative control by either re-
working bill sections that stray from the coalition compro-
mise or adding passages that introduce conditions to limit the
scope of a bill.

The distinction between constructive and destructive
review also sheds light on opposition behaviors in legislative
review. Opposition parties often submit the majority of
amendments to government bills despite dismal success rates.
As submitting amendments is typically considered a costly
exercise, this begs the question why opposition parties are
willing to spend their scarce resources on doomed amend-
ments. We argue that, whereas coalition parties are expected to
constructively engage with government policy, opposition par-
ties are not constrained by any “rules of the coalition game”
and will often submit low-cost destructive amendments that
simply propose to delete unfavored passages. Thus, the dis-
tinction between constructive and destructive review also
speaks to the puzzle of extensive legislative review by opposi-
tion parties by recognizing that opposition amendments are
significantly less costly than amendments from the majority
ranks.

The state of the art in the study of legislative review is to
compare different bill versions (e.g., Dixon and Jones 2019;
Fortunato, Martin, and Vanberg 2019; Martin and Vanberg
2004, 2005; Pedrazzani and Zucchini 2013). While this strat-
egy has proven useful for analyzing efforts to police the coal-
ition compromises, it falls short when our aim is to arrive at
a comprehensive picture of legislative bargaining that incor-
porates opposition efforts. As amendment proposals by the
opposition are hardly ever successful, they cannot be observed
in successive bill versions.

To overcome this empirical challenge, we compare the
initial bill version with counterfactual bills that would have
resulted if an amendment had passed. This enables us to
analyze legislative scrutiny independent of the success of
amendments. We generate the counterfactual bills by building
a rules-based, semiautomated text analysis system that con-
structs the counterfactual bill versions based on the highly
structured language of legislative text. Applying this text analysis

system to legislative review in the German state parliament of
Baden-Wiirttemberg, we find substantial differences between
government and opposition efforts. As expected, opposition
parties are significantly more destructive in reviewing gov-
ernment bills than are members of the coalition.

Conceiving of constructive and destructive review as two
distinct modes of parliamentary scrutiny suggests a new per-
spective for research on legislative review. By focusing on the
substance of legislative bargaining, we can better understand
opposition strategies in legislative review and explain the
puzzle of high-frequency, low-success amendments with a
low-cost approach to government oversight. We also generate
new insights into legislative review as a control mechanism
within coalition governments, by showing how government
parties are largely limited to the constructive engagement
with bills. Spelling out the norm of constructive engagement
with the proposals of coalition partners also furthers our
understanding of the strength of individual ministers in
coalition governments. If a minister manages to get a par-
ticular passage through cabinet, it is difficult for the coalition
partner to veto it in parliament. Instead, members of the
governing majority have to resort to adding conditions and
attenuation.

GOVERNMENT BILLS AND LEGISLATIVE REVIEW
Virtually all parliamentary systems are characterized by
some kind of power sharing. The feature that is most relevant
for the study of parliamentary scrutiny is the “rewriting
authority” of committees. In the plurality of European leg-
islatures, standing committees have the right to redraft leg-
islation (Martin 2014). In their comparative study on the
structure and powers of European parliamentary committees,
Mattson and Strem (1995) find that in 16 out of 18 surveyed
legislatures, committees have the right to propose changes
to legislation. Either committees are free to rewrite bill texts
and circulate a new bill version for the plenary vote or the floor
considers the original bill version along with the amendments
proposed in committee.

For coalition parties, the rewriting authority of committees
paves the way for extending intracabinet control mechanisms
into the legislative arena. In contrast to Tsebelis’s (2002)
stylized account of veto powers within coalition governments,
the ability of ministers to veto parts of a bill is considerably
restricted in real world politics. First, coalition parties may
have agreed to majority rule rather than unanimity decision-
making in cabinet. Second, it is doubtful whether ministers
from smaller parties that are not central to ensuring parlia-
mentary majorities can act as effective veto players (Strom,
Miiller, and Smith 2010). In addition, proposing ministers
may possess significant informational advantages over other



cabinet members, severely limiting the possibility of mutual
control.

As a consequence, the research on coalition bargaining
has suggested a variety of mechanisms with which coalition
partners keep tabs on each other in the parliamentary arena
(Thies 2001). Among them are the appointment of committee
chairs to “shadow” ministries held by coalition partners (Car-
roll and Cox 2012; Kim and Loewenberg 2005), filing parlia-
mentary questions (Hohmann and Sieberer 2019), as well as
legislative review. Essentially, when ministers have some de-
gree of freedom to circumvent intracabinet control due to
ineffective horizontal checks or informational advantages, pro-
posed policies are likely to be located closer to the minis-
ter’s or their party’s ideal point than what was agreed to in the
coalition contract. As a consequence, members of parliament
(MPs) with policy expertise act as “watchdogs” over the coa-
lition compromise, with the power to rein in ministerial devia-
tions in standing committees (Martin and Vanberg 2004, 2005;
Pedrazzani and Zucchini 2013).

For opposition groups, the parameters that characterize
their behavior in legislative review are different. While the
opposition is free to propose changes to government bills,
amendments from opposition parties are almost always
voted down in committee and plenary deliberations. This
pattern is pronounced in the majoritarian Westminster sys-
tems, where power is typically concentrated in the hands
of a single party (Shugart 2009) and the legislative process is
nonconsensual. For example, using 12 major bills in the
United Kingdom between 2005 and 2012, Russell and Gover
(2017) show that only 7% of all opposition amendments were
ultimately successful. Thompson (2015) demonstrates that in
the history of British law, opposition amendments in bill com-
mittees have a success rate of 0.6%. Notably, the low suc-
cess rates for opposition amendments can also be observed
in proportional systems. For the Scottish parliament, Shephard
and Cairney (2005) show that more than 90% of opposition
amendments to government bills passed between 1999 and
2003 were unsuccessful. In Sweden, the share of committee
reports with fully or partly accepted changes proposed by the
opposition has continuously decreased throughout the last
decades and dropped to “almost zero” in the 1990s, with more
than 92% of the proposed opposition changes being rejected in
recent legislative terms (Loxbo and Sjolin 2017). Even in the
most consensual systems like the Dutch Tweede Kamer, where
lawmaking has been described as a “non-partisan marketplace”
(Andeweg, De Winter, and Miiller 2008), empirical contribu-
tions find that 93% of opposition amendments are not adopted
by the governing majority (Andeweg 2013; Visscher 1994).

Although opposition amendments rarely succeed in af-
fecting policy, members of the opposition actively engage in
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the review of government bills. In their Westminster study,
Russell and Gover (2017) show that an average of about
170 amendments were proposed by members of the oppo-
sition for each of the 12 bills they investigate. In the Nether-
lands, the average number of amendments went up from
less than 150 before 1966 to more than 1,000 per year (Andeweg
et al. 2008), and Loxbo and Sjolin (2017) show that the total
number of Swedish bills for which the opposition filed com-
mittee proposals increased from about 33% in the 1970-73 cab-
inet to about 54% in 2010-14.

To shed light on the incentives and behaviors of govern-
ment and opposition parties, the next section introduces a
conceptual distinction for the substance of legislative review,
where parties either incur a high cost (constructive legislative
review) or a low cost (destructive legislative review) for intro-
ducing amendments.

THE SUBSTANCE OF LEGISLATIVE REVIEW
Constructive and destructive review

Categorizing the policy impact of amendment proposals is
challenging. An ideal measure would capture the substan-
tive impact and issue-specific severity of the proposed bill
modifications. As legislation is highly technical and requires
extensive domain knowledge in a variety of issue areas, con-
siderable human expertise would be needed to classify each
proposed bill change (Martin and Vanberg 2005)—an effort
that is nearly impossible in anything but select case studies
(Thomson et al. 2006). Therefore, all studies interested in a
more comprehensive perspective on legislative review have
adopted the strategy of counting the number of changed
articles, bill lines, or words (Dixon and Jones 2019; Fortunato
2019; Fortunato et al. 2019; Martin and Vanberg 2004, 2005;
Pedrazzani and Zucchini 2013).

Despite these challenges, a more nuanced operationaliza-
tion of the substance of bill scrutiny is possible. Compare a
party group that works through the details of a piece of leg-
islation and proposes amendments to add or redraft portions
of a bill with a party group that proposes to strike out several
paragraphs of the same piece of legislation. While both kinds of
scrutiny constitute amendatory action, they differ conceptu-
ally. We can group legislative amendments into three distinct
categories. First, amendments can add to a proposed piece of
legislation by extending the initial bill with new sections or
paragraphs. Second, amendments can alter parts of the legis-
lation and rewrite the initial bill. Third, amendments can delete
words, sentences, or whole articles in order to shape policy.

These categories help distinguish between two funda-
mentally different strategies for scrutinizing bills: Construc-
tive legislative review and destructive legislative review. While
constructive review implies adding to or rewriting proposals,
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destructive review relies on deleting passages. The two types of
bill scrutiny differ in several regards. Most evidently, they differ
in terms of required resources like time, expertise, and labor.
While actively contributing to policy proposals by substituting
passages with altered phrases or developing new bill sections
requires significant time and expertise, proposing to cross out
passages takes considerably less effort. This suggests that pro-
posing amendments is not in and of itself a resource-intensive
activity. Moreover, constructive and destructive review have
different policy implications. Insertions and substitutions im-
ply a new bill version that incorporates the author’s policy
ideas. By contrast, destructive review merely tries to prevent
legislation that is perceived as unfavorable, but it does not
formulate a substantive alternative for the deleted sections.

It is important to note that an amendment might add words
that could function as a “killer amendment,” resulting in the
bill’s eventual defeat in the floor vote (Gilmour 2001). There
are several reasons why the idea of a killer amendment does
not diminish the conceptual value of distinguishing between
constructive and destructive review. First, as Finocchiaro and
Jenkins (2008) note, killer amendments are rare and more of a
theoretical possibility than an empirical regularity (263). In the
aggregate, the constructive nature of text additions and in-
sertions should therefore reliably hold. Second, while killer
amendments are possible in cases such as the US Congress, the
notion of such amendments is less applicable in parliamentary
systems that are characterized by consensual decision-making
under majority rule. In parliamentary systems, amendments
need majorities in the plenary and are voted on side by side
with the bill. Consequently, the conditions for a killer amend-
ment, namely, the successful amendment of a government bill
through majority vote by the coalition and the subsequent
defeat of the bill by the same majority (Finocchiaro and
Jenkins 2008), will hardly ever be observed in parliamentary
democracies. Changing majorities, that is, one majority party
breaking ranks to vote with the opposition to adopt an amend-
ment, are exceptionally rare.

Our notion of constructive and destructive review does
not imply that adding attenuation to bills cannot come with
severe implications for the bill’s policy impact. Rather, it relates
to the exertion of veto powers toward individual bill sections,
where we frame vetoing policy ideas as destructive and nu-
ancing, refining, or attenuating policy with own policy ideas as
constructive.

Behavioral expectations for coalition

and opposition groups

The distinction between constructive and destructive re-
view has implications for the study of legislative review as
a control mechanism in multiparty governments, as well

as for parliamentary oversight by the opposition. While
members of the governing parties serve as watchdogs over
the coalition, their behavior is bound by a set of informal
rules, many of which can be derived from the notion of
collective cabinet responsibility. Among other things, the
joint responsibility of the cabinet for legislative proposals
prohibits coalition MPs from voting against their coalition
partners’ proposals and from speaking out against policies
once they have been adopted (Fortunato 2019). We argue
that it is possible to extend the rules of the coalition game
in light of the distinction between constructive and de-
structive legislative review. Specifically, we argue that these
constraints also manifest in an informal rule not to torpedo
coalition policy by proposing to strike parts of a bill intro-
duced by a minister from the coalition partner. Rather, as
constructive engagement is expected from all party groups
that form a coalition government, legislators will need to re-
sort to more nuanced strategies in order to modify legisla-
tion that strays from the coalition: redrafting or adding con-
ditions to limit the scope of the bill.

This argument provides nuance to previously described
patterns of legislative review within coalitions. Specifically, we
can identify at least two substantive implications for the par-
liamentary control of coalition governments. First, in light of
the distinction between constructive and destructive review,
we can describe the review of government legislation by coa-
lition partners as a process of mutual normative expectations.
Legislative control of government bills is bound by the nor-
mative expectation of constructive collaboration among all
partners across the legislature and executive branches. While
opposition parties can freely move between constructive en-
gagement and bill obstruction, these mutual expectations re-
strict the possible actions of the parliamentary majority toward
its ministerial agents and limit the majority to the subset of
constructive control and supervision.

This “logic of appropriateness,” which binds coalition
parties to constructive engagement with cabinet legislation
while placing no constraints on opposition review, is ac-
companied by a “logic of consequentiality.” In terms of con-
sequences, amendments to government legislation differ sharply
between members of coalition and opposition parties. For the
governing majority, blocking or obstructing passages of gov-
ernment policy is a high-stakes affair that has the potential to
break the government if the proposed change upsets the bal-
ance between coalition partners. By contrast, amendment pro-
posals are far less consequential for the opposition, enabling
opposition legislators to introduce amendment proposals of
all sorts.

The proposed perspective on the substance of legislative
review suggests a source of strength for individual ministers



in coalition policy making. Among different models of co-
alition government, Tsebelis (2002) argues that authority
structures in cabinets ensure that any coalition party is a veto
player regarding any policy proposal regardless of structural
factors such as portfolio allocation (96). In contrast, Laver and
Shepsle’s (1994) ideal-typical model of “ministerial govern-
ment” constitutes the opposite pole and describes ministers as
having almost full autonomy over their department’s policy
area as there is “no mechanism by which any other party can
prevent the portfolio holder from implementing its ideal point
within that jurisdiction” (Strem et al. 2010, 523). Our dis-
tinction between constructive and destructive review speaks
to the research on mutual control in coalition governments. If
the rules of the coalition game prohibit bill obstruction in
the parliamentary arena, coalition partners cannot strike out
and thus cannot prevent a policy once it has been introduced
into parliament. If a minister succeeds in getting a bill through
cabinet, it is difficult for coalition partners to remove un-
favored passages outright. Instead, they need to resort to
strategies such as adding conditions that limit the scope of the
bill.

Opposition parties frequently find themselves in a position
of wanting to delete passages from a proposed bill. If a bill
proposal shifts the status quo away from the party, deleting
certain passages may be a reasonable strategy for ensuring
a smaller shift. As opposition parties are not bound by the
rules governing collective cabinet responsibility and as their
amendment proposals do not carry the risk of severe conse-
quences like losing the majority status, they can pursue a low-
cost strategy of bill obstruction. Destructive bill review allows
opposition parties to circumvent the cost-intensive drafting
of new policy content, as removing bill sections requires less
effort. Hence, only when the incentives outweigh the costs
associated with constructive review should we expect oppo-
sition parties to constructively engage with government leg-
islation. These arguments help explain opposition parties’ fre-
quent efforts in scrutinizing government bills with low-cost
destructive strategies. Overall, we propose that the distinc-
tion between constructive and destructive review constitutes
a key element for understanding control mechanisms within
coalition governments and opposition engagement with gov-
ernment bills, where governing parties are more likely to
engage in constructive review and opposition parties in de-
structive review.

H1la. Government parties are more likely to engage in
constructive legislative review than opposition parties.

H1b. Opposition parties are more likely to engage in
destructive legislative review than government parties.
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The conditioning effect of bill importance

So far, we have discussed the government-opposition divide
in legislative review, and we have outlined how amendments
are of significantly lower cost for opposition parties when
they circumvent the labor-intensive redrafting of existing legi-
slative text. Yet, the notion of a cost-benefit calculus begs the
question why opposition parties submit unsuccessful amend-
ments to government legislation at all. Although many oppo-
sition amendments are cheap, they are not cost-free.

There are several possible utilities for any type of legislative
review (constructive or destructive) that are unrelated to the
success of an amendment. At the very least, amendments can
serve as tools for position taking. In countries where govern-
ment control of the legislative agenda is low, amendments can
also serve as tools for causing legislative delay (Dion 1997;
Henning 1995).

While these arguments can explain why opposition parties
choose to file an amendment, they fall short in shedding light
into variation in the substance of legislative review. Ultimately,
while we do expect clear differences in the substance of legis-
lative review between majority and minority parties, this re-
lationship is unlikely to be deterministic. Naturally, coalition
groups will occasionally exert their corrective function by ve-
toing individual parts of proposed legislation. By the same
token, opposition parties will sometimes propose constructive
changes to government legislation. In the remainder of this
section we discuss one factor that affects coalition and oppo-
sition scrutiny in distinct ways and that can provide an answer
to the question why opposition parties occasionally submit
labor-intensive amendment proposals that have no apparent
policy payoft: bill importance.

Bill importance has attracted widespread attention from
legislative scholars. While different operationalizations of the
concept of bill importance can be found in the literature, we
can identify at least two dimensions. Important bills are
(i) salient to the electorate and (ii) divisive in nature. Early work
on bill importance by Page and Shapiro (1983) and Price
(1978) has analyzed the link between public opinion and the
policy attention of legislators. Weissert (1991) studies the effect
of issue salience on MP perceptions and finds that legislators
who introduce bills related to salient issues are rewarded with
higher perceived effectiveness than legislators working on less
popular issues. More recent work has evaluated the effect of
bill importance on various aspects of agenda control, specifi-
cally regarding the organization of legislative calendars. Mar-
tin (2004) shows that policy initiatives dealing with issues that
are more attractive to all partners in a coalition are likely to
be given priority, whereas those dealing with relatively unat-
tractive issues are likely to be postponed. Giannetti, Pinto, and
Pedrazzani (2016) investigate how parties allocate plenary
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speaking time for bills. Their results suggest that parties
schedule longer debates on salient and divisive issues, while
they move more quickly on less divisive proposals.

The bill importance comes with implications for the timing
and arena of intracoalition bargaining. For salient bills, we can
expect that most changes that add policy content and are ac-
ceptable to all governing partners will take place during
intracabinet negotiations, that is, before parliamentary delib-
eration. Conversely, policy ideas that do not find a majority
within the coalition are likely to have been considered by the
time a bill enters into parliament. Hence, for salient and di-
visive bills, submitted amendments are likely of smaller impact
and are less affected by the mutual normative expectation of
constructive review.

For opposition parties, the impact of bill importance on
the substance of legislative review is not constructed around
norms, since opposition groups are not constrained by intra-
government normative expectations in the first place. How-
ever, there is considerable evidence that parties use legisla-
tive activities as signals to the electorate (Fortunato 2019).
Amendments are one possible venue for such position taking.
Amendment proposals entail formal objectives that leave no
room to maneuver, such that amendments can be character-
ized as manifest credible commitments rather than cheap talk.
The majority of bills is passed with little public attention.
However, few salient and divisive bills provide opposition
groups with the opportunity to take actions that are visible to
the public. Salient and divisive bills thus provide opposition
parties with the opportunity to signal to their voter base that
they are constructively engaged in the lawmaking process and
let them outline their policy ideas. In light of the two modes of
legislative scrutiny outlined above, constructive amendments
can be used to signal productive work and highlight policy
stances to the electorate.

A second motivation for turning constructive when bill
importance is high can be derived from Mattson and Strem
(1995). When opposition proposals are rejected in parliament,
constructive amendments force coalition parties to give public
and at times difficult explanations for why opposition pro-
posals are turned down. Of course, public discredit stemming
from blatant noncooperation is most severe in cases of visible
and salient bills.

These dynamics lead us to expect that bill importance in-
fluences the likelihood that coalition and opposition parties en-
gage in legislative scrutiny through constructive amendment
proposals in opposite directions. When bills are important, most
substantive policy changes take place during intracabinet
negotiations. This reduces the impact of legislative amend-
ments and lowers the normative expectation on coalition
groups of formulating novel policy content. Opposition parties

can use highly salient government bills to propose construc-
tive amendments in an effort to (i) signal their constructive
engagement and substantive policy ideas to the electorate and
(ii) force governing parties to reject constructive proposals.

H2a. Coalition parties are less likely to engage in
constructive review of important bills.

H2b. Opposition parties are more likely to engage in
constructive review of important bills.

EMPIRICAL STRATEGY

Case selection and data

Testing the arguments requires a careful empirical strategy to
assess the substance of legislative review. We capitalize on data
from the Landtag Baden-Wiirttemberg, a large German state-
level parliament, over three legislative periods between 2006
and 2018. There are two main reasons why this case holds
merit and considerable comparative value for the study of
parliamentary democracies.

First, the Landtag is similar to other European legislatures
with regard to a number of institutional characteristics that
are relevant for legislative review. One, Landtag elections are
administered under proportional rules leading to a multiparty
system with typically four to five parties in parliament. Coa-
lition governments are routinely formed as “minimal winning
coalitions” (Woldendorp, Keman, and Budge 2000) and or-
dinarily last the full legislative term. Two, a range of institu-
tional features enhance legislators” options for engaging in pol-
icy making. The Landtag can be described as a typical case
for a strong committee system, where a large number of stand-
ing committees “shadow” ministerial jurisdictions and commit-
tees have the right to scrutinize and rewrite draft bills. The
partisan composition of the committees is proportional to the
plenary, while committee chairs are divided roughly equally
between members of the coalition and the opposition.

As is common in European legislatures, bills are mostly
initiated by the government. After the first plenary reading,
bills are assigned to the standing committee that is respon-
sible for a bill’s jurisdiction. Amendment proposals can be
submitted at two stages during the legislative process. Com-
mittee members have the right to rewrite legislation by sub-
mitting their proposals before or during the committee hear-
ing (scrutinization stage). After the bill is sent back to the
plenary by the committee chair, the revised bill gets a second
reading, where amendment proposals can be submitted be-
fore the final vote.'

1. The legislative procedures differ for budget bills and constitutional
revisions, which have three readings and a second committee stage.



Similar to other European parliamentary democracies, par-
liamentary behavior is characterized by high levels of party
discipline, and behavior is structured around party groups
rather than individual legislators. Amendment proposals are
subject to internal discussions within the party group and thus
represent the majority opinion of the group. The importance of
the party group for parliamentary behavior is underlined by
qualitative interviews that were conducted with members of all
party groups in the Landtag. One member from the Social
Democratic Party (SPD) highlights the importance of the party
platform for joint position taking: “Because all members of our
party agree on a joint platform which we campaigned on as our
common denominator, there is little room for conflict when
drafting amendments. If there is an amendment proposal by our
group, it is fair to assume that it represents our party line. We
also vote on our amendment proposals before we submit them.”

A member of the leadership from the Liberal Party (FDP)
further highlights the internal deliberations that precede
amendments: “In our case, every amendment proposal is agreed
upon by our party group. In almost every case, we have evalu-
ated and discussed its content in our group meeting, and there
are frequent discussions. Not every amendment proposal leaves
these meetings in the same form as it was circulated. But in the
end, its content represents the line shared by the majority of
our group.”

Empirically, the scrutiny of cabinet bills is common. While
coalition parties filed amendment proposals to over 17% of
government bills, opposition groups have submitted amend-
ments to more than 28% of all government bills in the period
under investigation, with the two most active groups submit-
ting over 180 proposals. Notably, none of the opposition amend-
ment proposals were adopted during the period of analysis.
Since the Landtag aligns well with the plurality of Western
European parliaments on all dimensions noted above, we are
confident that insights from this case translate to other leg-
islatures with similar institutional settings.

Some studies have focused on the possibility that opposi-
tion parties try to delay government policy making through
legislative institutions, as efficiency is thought to be a priority
for government legislation (Dion 1997). Possible venues for
delay are manifold and can occur over the course of the par-
liamentary deliberation on a bill. There are at least two reasons
why amendments in Western European democracies in gen-
eral, and in our empirical case in particular, can be expected
not to be obstructionist.

First, possibilities for delay vary across institutional set-
tings. As Henning (1995) notes, “the higher the agenda con-
trol of the government, the lower c.p. the ability of any non-
governmental agent to delay the final adoption of a bill” (604).
In his comparative study of Western democracies, Doring
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(1995) finds that in 11 out of 18 cases, either the government
or the majority in the lower house sets the committee’s
agenda. In three more cases (just as in the Landtag), com-
mittees determine their agendas themselves but are allocated
in a way that committee composition mirrors legislative ma-
jorities in the second chamber. These institutional settings limit
the possibilities for the opposition to use legislative amend-
ments as tools for delay. And it is worth noting that, even in
the countries with the strongest committee systems, norms
typically prohibit opposition agents from obstructing gov-
ernment policies through legislative delay. For example, for
the case of Sweden, Biicker (1989) outlines that tactical ob-
struction is “non-existent” (234) and MPs do “not seriously
hamper the conduct of parliamentary business” (263).

The second reason why our case holds comparative value is
that in the period of study, we observe substantial within-case
variation on key dimensions that are likely to influence the
dynamics of executive-legislative bargaining. One, we observe
a party system change, as the Alternative fiir Deutschland
(AfD), a right-wing populist party, entered the parliament
in 2016 with a seat share of 16%. Two, our period of study
is characterized by diverse coalition and opposition constella-
tions. In the three legislative terms, there were three different
coalition governments between Christian Democratic Union
(CDU) and FDP (2006-11), between Greens and SPD (2011-
16), as well as between Greens and CDU (2016-18). Hence,
all party groups, except for the AfD, have served in govern-
ment and in opposition at least once in our study frame.

Our data provide a more comprehensive description of
legislative policy making than is common in the study of leg-
islative review (Martin and Vanberg 2004, 2005, 2014; Ped-
razzani and Zucchini 2013). We include all proposed bill
changes, whereas previous studies were limited to a compari-
son between consecutive bill versions, that is, the sum of all
accepted changes. Notably, Fortunato (2019) compiled a data
set that comprises the number of submitted rather than ac-
cepted article changes. We move beyond this effort in two ways.
First, instead of counting article changes, we construct the bill
versions that would have resulted from each amendment pro-
posal, enabling a study of the substance of the amendment
proposals. Second, rather than focusing on intracoalition in-
teractions, we explicitly incorporate opposition amendments.

To construct the data set, we collected all bills and their
associated amendment proposals from the official Landtag
database. Following Martin and Vanberg (2004), we ex-
cluded all amendments on budget and constitutional bills,
as the procedural rules associated with those bills differ
from those used for substantive legislation. Our data set is
constructed at the bill x party level, where one observation
is defined as the hypothetical bill that would have resulted
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Initial Bill Section

Amendment Proposal

Hypothetical Bill Section

(7) A measure in agreement with Sections 1

and 2 can be directed by the head of the
regional police department or by the
state’s criminal police office in case of
imminent danger. This measure requires
approval of the responsible court men-

Section 7 sentences 2 and 3 are rewritten as

follows: “In this case, approval of the
responsible court mentioned in Section 4
must be brought immediately. If the
direction is not approved by the

court within three days, it becomes

(7) A measure in agreement with Sections 1

and 2 can be directed by the head of the
regional police department or of the
state’s criminal police office in case of
imminent danger. In this case, approval
of the responsible court mentioned in

tioned in Section 4. The case must be inoperative.”

brought immediately.

Section 4 must be brought about im-
mediately. If the direction is not ap-
proved by the court within three days,
it becomes inoperative.

Note. Bill to Change Police Legislation, ID 16/2741, government bill submitted on September 26, 2017. Amendment ID 16/2997-1 from coalition parties

CDU and Greens submitted on November 15, 2017. Amendment accepted.

if all amendment proposals by a party regarding a bill had
been successful.”

Recovering counterfactual bill versions

In the research on legislative review, scholars have conceived
of parliamentary scrutiny as a mechanism for intracoalition
oversight where coalition partners keep tabs on each other
by amending bill proposals that deviate from the coalition
compromise (Martin 2004; Martin and Vanberg 2005). These
scholars typically quantify parliamentary scrutiny by counting
the number of observed article changes between the initial
bill version and the final bill. We move beyond the conception of
legislative review as an intracoalition control mechanism in re-
sponse to a delegation problem, to shed light on government-
opposition differences in legislative oversight. Contrasting
intracoalition and opposition scrutiny poses the challenge
that bill mutations that would result from opposition amend-
ments are rarely observed. Hence, comparing two empirical
bill versions is not feasible when studying opposition scru-
tiny, requiring a novel analytical strategy.

Our approach is more nuanced, as it incorporates all pro-
posed policy changes independent of their parliamentary suc-
cess. We construct all counterfactual bill versions, along with
the bill versions that result from successful amendments.
Tables 1 and 2 depict examples of bill portions and their hy-
pothetical versions based on a constructive (table 1) and a
destructive (table 2) amendment proposal.®

2. Multiparty amendment proposals count toward all respective bill x
party observations.

3. The appendix presents a wider selection of counterfactual bills,
along with the quantitative measure of constructiveness that we discuss in
the next section.

To construct the hypothetical bill versions, we built a
semiautomated, rules-based text analysis system that takes
advantage of the highly structured language of legislative
text. Legislative proposals have a hierarchical structure in
which articles are nested in paragraphs, which are nested in
sections. Amendment proposals refer to the specific location
where a proposed bill is to be modified and indicate a text
portion to be deleted, substituted, or added. Hence, amend-
ments can be interpreted as text manipulations within the
common structure of the bills. First, we download all bill-
related documents from the official server of the Landtag and
extract all relevant information.! Next, the system identifies
the nested structure of the bills and labels articles, paragraphs,
and sections accordingly. Subsequently, the system screens all
amendment proposals for additions, insertions, and deletions
and executes the necessary text manipulations. In irregular
cases, human coders assist in the creation of the hypothetical
bill versions.

Variables, measurements, models

Dependent variable. To trace the use of constructive and
destructive review, we measure the constructiveness of leg-
islative review using automated text analysis. We construct a
continuous dependent variable operationalized as a “change
index” based on Levenshtein’s edit distance at the word level.
The Levenshtein metric was developed in natural language
processing and computational linguistics (Sorensen 2007)
but has enjoyed an increasing popularity among scholars of
political text (e.g., Baerg and Hallerberg 2016). Conventionally,

4. Documentation of all parliamentary proceedings is published at
https://parlis.landtag-bw.de/parlis.
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Table 2. Destructive Legislative Review and the Resulting Hypothetical Bill Section

Amendment

Initial Bill Section

Proposal

Hypothetical Bill Section

14. Par. 49 Section 3 is formulated as follows: “(3) In
agreement with the responsible authority, the li-
censing authority can refrain from involving a nature
conservation organization if only marginal impacts
for nature and landscape are expected.”

15. Par. 53 Section 2 is formulated as follows: “(2) Ex-
tending the enumerated exclusion criteria, the pur-
chase right does not apply to lands that comprise
agricultural, forestry or fishery enterprises.”

Number 15 will
be deleted.

14. Par. 49 Section 3 is formulated as follows: “(3) In
agreement with the responsible authority, the li-
censing authority can refrain from involving a nature
conservation organization if only marginal impacts
for nature and landscape are expected.”

Note. Bill to Change the Nature Conservation Act, ID 16/2742, government bill submitted on September 26, 2017. Amendment ID 16/2957-2 from op-

position party FDP submitted on November 7, 2017. Amendment rejected.

the Levenshtein distance sums the minimum number of word
deletions, insertions, and substitutions that need to be per-
formed in order to transform one text into another.

If the distance metric was computed for the difference
between the original bill and the hypothetical bill that results
from an amendment, the change index would indicate how
extensively a party tried to amend a proposal, where each
addition, substitution, and deletion contributes with a value
of +1. However, we are not only interested in the extent of
the review but the level of constructiveness and destruc-
tiveness. Therefore, instead of simply counting the necessary
transformations, we adapt the metric to assign all word
deletions a value of —1, while all additions and substitutions
are counted with a value of + 1. For example, the value of the
modified Levenshtein distance for the following two texts is
2, since transforming the first text into the second requires
four word deletions and six word additions:

This measure requires approval of the responsible
court mentioned in Section 4.

This measure requires approval of the responsible
court. The case must be brought immediately.

Our dependent variable can be thought of as a change index
that acts as a penalized version of the Levenshtein distance
with a penalty for deletions. It is an indicator for the level of
constructiveness with which party groups engage with a bill.
Positive values of the change index indicate constructive-
ness, while negative values indicate destructiveness. For each
bill x party observation, we construct this metric for the
difference between the bill as introduced into parliament and
the hypothetical bill version that would have resulted if all
amendments by a particular party had passed. Tables 3 and 4

provide descriptive statistics of the dependent variable and
our key independent measures, respectively.

Independent variables. To assess the government-opposition
divide in legislative review, we include a binary indicator for
whether the hypothetical bill version is due to amendments
by a coalition or an opposition party.’ The second hypothesis
concerns the importance of a specific bill. To measure bill
importance, we rely on the implicit ranking of importance
that parties express in the order with which bills are discussed
during the plenary session. The organization of the plenary
timetable is commonly related to the importance of indi-
vidual bills. For instance, Giannetti et al. (2016) focus on the
allocation of plenary floor time. As floor time is scarce, parties
make explicit trade-offs between bills and schedule longer
debates for salient and divisive issues. In the same vein, parties
are incentivized not only to allocate more time to important
bills but to place important bills on the legislative agenda early
in the day, so these issues are discussed when public attention is
highest (Schone 2010), resulting in the quip that “there is no
greater secret than the spoken word in parliament after 2pm”
(Hohl 2018, 18, translation by the authors). The placement of
important items early in the day holds true for our case, as
plenary debates in the Landtag are frequently televised by the
Stidwestrundfunk during morning hours. Parties are aware of
the presence of TV and print journalists who attend the ple-
nary sessions in greater numbers in the morning. In order to
increase media coverage for salient debates, they are scheduled

5. Few amendment proposals, mostly on procedural issues, were
jointly submitted by government and opposition parties. They were ex-
cluded from the analysis.
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of the Dependent Variable:
Change Index

Percentile Opposition Government Overall
Min —3,832 —774 —3,832
25 —36 —6 —20
50 33 32 33
75 150 162 158
Max 2,670 7,178 7,178

first, while low-stakes and procedural bills are discussed later in
the day.

The relationship between bill importance and agenda
order is clearly nonlinear and only the first few items on the
agenda are without a doubt of high importance. To turn
this intuition into numerical values, we rely on a nonlinear
process and apply a transformation to the relative position
of the agenda item. Specifically, we use power transforma-
tions and model our variable of interest, bill importance, as
a function of

c

y=x5
where y denotes the bill importance and x denotes each bill’s
relative position on the agenda. Figure 1 visualizes this trans-
formation rule for different choices of ¢ ranging from 0.75 to 3.
While the specific choice of ¢ is arbitrary, all reasonable can-
didate values lead to the same substantial conclusions reported
in the analysis.®

Control variables. Since some bills are more likely to be
amended than others, we control for several factors that may
affect both the frequency of amendments and the outcome.
One, confounding at the bill level might result from some
bills being long and complex. Two, certain policy fields may
be more heavily scrutinized than others. We adjust for these
possibilities by including control variables indicating bill
length and the policy field of the proposal. Bill length is mea-
sured as the logged number of articles in the bill proposal. To
classify bills into policy fields, we assign each bill to a topic
using the coding scheme of the Comparative Agendas Project
(CAP; Breunig and Schnatterer 2020). In addition, we include
controls for party resources. Party resources are measured by
the number of seats that a party won in the previous Landtag
election, as more MPs and more associated staff mean more
resources for working on amendment proposals. Since an
upcoming election will bind MPs’ resources away from their

6. For the analysis, we use a value of ¢ = 1.

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics of Key Independent Measures

Independent Variable Min Max Mean SD
Opposition 0 1 .55

Bill importance 0 100 11.04  13.32
Party group size 7 69 33.01 16.76
Date distance 1.80 56.63 2754 14.12
Ideological distance .05 7.68 2.40 1.91
Opposition chair committee 0 1 .53

Bill length 1 76 8 12.38

parliamentary work and toward their campaign efforts, we
further operationalize resources by the proximity to the next
election. For each bill x party observation, the time to the
next election is calculated as the logged number of months
between the introduction of a bill and the next election.”

Since past research has shown that government bills are
more heavily scrutinized in committees chaired by opposi-
tion parties (Fortunato et al. 2019), we include a binary indi-
cator for bills that are reviewed in opposition-led committees.
As coalition and opposition parties can hardly be conceived as
two homogeneous blocs and differences in redrafting behav-
ior might well be driven by parties’ ideological differences
rather than their coalition or opposition role, we include a mea-
sure for ideological distance based on the data by Brauninger
et al. (2020), which provides policy positions of parties in all
German Linder parliaments. We use party positions on the
left-right dimension and for each bill x party observation.
Specifically, we calculate the absolute ideological distance be-
tween the mean position of all authoring parties and the
amending party.

Statistical model. As the dependent variable is continuous,
we employ linear regression. Our data set has a nested structure
in which observations from several parties are nested within
specific bills. The nested structure likely violates the assump-
tions of traditional regression techniques that treat units of
analysis as independent, resulting in underestimated standard
errors (Hox 2010). Therefore, we use multilevel models in our
empirical analysis. We begin with intercept-only regressions,
allowing for random intercepts at the bill level. We observe a

7. The duration of a legislative period is five years. No early elections
were called in the time period of our analysis. We use the logged number
of months as the relationship between time to the next election and
available resources is expected to be nonlinear, such that there are fewer
differences in available resources between 33 months and 31 months to
the next election, as there are between three months and one month to the
next election.
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pirical observations. The applied transformation rule is described by y = x7°.
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scaled onto a common metric using ¥ = (¥ = ¥,..)/ (Vo = Vi) X 100.

substantial intraclass correlation of 0.44 at the bill level that
is only partially accounted for by the bill-specific control
variables. In the analysis, we present linear mixed models that
allow intercepts to vary between bills while holding all re-
gression slopes constant over the group-level indicator.

EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE ON CONSTRUCTIVE

AND DESTRUCTIVE REVIEW

Descriptive analysis

Because of the novel data, we begin by presenting some basic
explorations on how the two types of legislative oversight
vary between common factors such as policy field and party
group. As there have been no prior attempts to model the
substance of legislative review in this way, we deem it im-
portant to provide some basic intuition on the proposed
theoretical concept. For figures 2 and 3, we define con-
structive review as any value on the outcome measure that is
larger than zero. This means that more words were added
to the bill than deleted from it.

Figure 2 plots the two modes of review against the policy
fields. We find that almost all policy fields are characterized
by some level of constructive and destructive review. Despite
some variation between the policy fields, we do not observe
patterns or clusters in the values that would support the view
that constructiveness might be a function of the issue area
or the relevant committee.
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As elaborated in previous research, parties selectively
focus their attention on certain policy issues in order to
generate a track record of “attention, initiative and innova-
tion” (Petrocik 1996, 826) and to develop a steady and en-
during “ownership” of specific issues (Green-Pedersen 2007;
Walgrave and De Swert 2007). Through continuous engage-
ment of legislators with owned issues, party groups develop a
reputation for competence in certain areas. Hence, one can
expect parties to engage more constructively with legislation if
the bill relates to owned issues.

We turn to the German Internet Panel (GIP; Blom,
Gathmann, and Krieger 2015) to measure parties’ perceived
issue competence. In the time period of the study, the GIP
asked respondents to rate the competence of political parties
on several issues at five time points.® We match the two
policy fields for which the perceived party competence was
highest to our CAP codings of the bills. In figure 3, we plot
the two modes of parliamentary oversight against parties and
a binary indicator of issue ownership. First, we observe con-
structive as well as destructive review for each party group.
Nevertheless, we find that the constructive engagement is
higher if the addressed policy falls into a party’s “owned” issue
area. Overall, the measure for the substance of legislative re-
view behaves in line with expectations and has the potential to
provide new insights for the study of parliamentary scrutiny.

Predicting constructive and destructive review
Turning to the statistical models, we first examine our claim
that opposition parties’ amendment strategies are more de-
structive than the legislative oversight of coalition parties.
We then consider opposition (coalition) incentives to review
more constructively (destructively) on salient bills. Our anal-
yses reported in table 5 show robust support for our prop-
ositions about the substance of legislative review.

The results from the linear mixed model 1 suggest that
opposition parties exhibit drastically more negative values
on the constructiveness indicator than coalition parties.
Specifically, controlling for bill length, policy field, and other
factors, opposition parties are expected to delete an addi-
tional 366 words from proposed legislation compared to
government parties. The difference is statistically significant
and more than twice as large as the expected value under a
true null hypothesis. This effect provides evidence in line
with hypotheses 1a and 1b.

Figure 4 visualizes this effect. To account for the esti-
mation uncertainty and to take advantage of the framework

8. The data were collected between November 2012 and March 2015
and can be accessed from GESIS (https://search.gesis.org/) under identi-
fication numbers ZA5867, ZA5871, ZA5873, ZA5921, and ZA5982.


https://search.gesis.org/
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Figure 2. Constructive and destructive review across policy fields
are not displayed.

of simulation-based inference, we follow the protocol de-

scribed in King, Tomz, and Wittenberg (2000) and simulate
10,000 draws from a multivariate normal distribution defined
by the vector of parameter estimates and their covariance
matrix. The quantity of interest on the Y-axis is the cumu-
lative share of expected values on the constructiveness indi-
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For instance, when focusing on the anchor point zero that

divides revisions where more words were added than deleted
and vice versa, we observe that 75% of the expected values
on the constructiveness indicator are smaller than or equal
to zero for opposition parties. Hence, the vast majority of

opposition engagement under the model lies in the destruc-
tive part of the value range. In contrast, the vast majority
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Figure 3. Constructive and destructive review for four party groups with different issue ownerships. Parties are assigned issue ownership for policy fields that
match the two issue areas for which they are most frequently named as most competent. CDU: law, crime, and family issues; macroeconomy. Greens
energy; environment. FDP: banking, finance, and domestic commerce; macroeconomy. SPD: labor, employment, and immigration; social welfare. Absolute
numbers reported in parentheses. Data for the right-wing populist Alternative fiir Deutschland are not reported, as the number of observations is too low

because of its recent addition to the German party system

Issue Ownership



Table 5. Results from Multilevel Linear Models
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Model 1 Model 2a Model 2b
Opposition —366.593* —374.288* —577.358**
(180.352) (180.636) (200.315)
Bill importance —4.737 —18.732*
(5.295) (8.162)
Opposition x bill importance 17.901*
(7.971)
Log(party group size) —79.846 —82.389 —75.886
(75.596) (75.683) (75.021)
Log(date distance) —62.764 —41.995 —30.025
(86.270) (89.368) (89.062)
Ideological distance 4.009 7.155 12.669
(47.808) (47.958) (47.587)
Opposition chair committee —236.636 —258.332 —276.577
(144.114) (146.185) (145.696)
Log(bill length) —52.471 —50.184 —43.667
(70.652) (70.719) (70.449)
Log likelihood —2,093.421 —2,090.435 —2,084.937
Akaike information criterion 4,234.842 4,230.870 4,221.874
Intraclass correlation coefficient 45 45 45

Note. Fixed effect coefficients from linear multilevel models with random intercepts at the bill level. Dependent
variable: constructiveness indicator. All models include dummy variables for 14 policy fields. Coefficient values for the
policy dummies and intercepts are not reported. Models were fitted using maximum likelihood estimation. Standard

errors are in parentheses. N = 277.
*p <.05.

*p<.0L.

o p <001,

of government engagement is predicted to be constructive,
as almost the entire share of the cumulative distribution for
coalition parties lies in the constructive range.

Hypotheses 2a and 2b proposed distinct effects of bill
importance, where coalition parties are expected to be more
destructive on salient bills and opposition parties more con-
structive. Specifically, we argued that legislative review by
coalition parties is less affected by the mutual normative ex-
pectations of constructive review since relevant changes will
already be implemented before bill introduction into the par-
liament. For opposition parties, important and salient bills
provide incentives to deviate from a strategy of bill obstruction
and turn toward a more constructive engagement with bills.

Models 2a and 2b support these expectations. In model 2a,
we first introduce a main effect for bill importance and ob-
serve that its overall relation to the constructiveness of leg-
islative review is negative. In model 2b, we add an interaction
between bill importance and opposition status. As expected,
a differentiated picture for coalition and opposition behav-
ior emerges. The coefficient for bill importance provides
the effect of importance on constructiveness for coalition

parties. As importance increases, coalition members become
less constructive. This pattern is reversed for members of the
opposition. While the baseline review of opposition parties is
negative, the values on the outcome variable rise with in-
creasing values of bill importance. We visualize these effects in
figure 5, which reports simulated values based on model 2b
plotted against varying degrees of bill importance.

CONCLUSION
Drafting and submitting legislative amendments is generally
viewed as resource intensive, as it requires staff and expertise.
After a bill is introduced into parliament, coalition parties
use legislative review to act as watchdogs over the coalition
compromise and correct ministerial deviations. By contrast,
the vast majority of opposition amendments in adversarial
and even in consensus systems is voted down in parliament.
The current study introduced the concepts of construc-
tive and destructive review to the research on legislative
bill scrutiny. From the notion of collective cabinet respon-
sibility, we derived expectations about the substance of co-
alition and opposition review. We have argued in favor of a
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Figure 4. Government-opposition divide in constructive review, based on model 1 in table 5. Each point shows the cumulative share of values that are smaller
than or equal to the value on the X-axis. Expected values are based on 10,000 draws from a multivariate normal distribution defined by the vector of
parameter estimates and their covariance matrix. All control variables are held at their means; the policy field is set to its most frequent category: education.
Error bars indicate the 1% and 99% quantiles of the expected value distributions.

distinction between constructive and destructive amend-
ment strategies, where constructive review implies adding
to or rewriting proposed policy, whereas destructive review
relies on deleting bill passages. This distinction helps explain
the frequency of opposition amendments, while also illu-
minating mechanisms of parliamentary control within coa-
lition governments.

Our study adds to a growing body of research that analyzes
opposition strategies in parliamentary democracies (Andeweg
2013; Andeweg et al. 2008; De Giorgi and Marangoni 2015;
Louwerse et al. 2017). Opposition groups can circumvent heavy
resource investments and enable their extensive engagement
with government legislation by proposing to discard parts of
the coalition policy rather than adding to it. We also focused

2000

@

g 1000

15) Opposition
R
k3t
i

B ol e
O 0 \
o
g

8 Government

2,
|

-1000

-2000 (AL L0 [ L] \ \

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

Bill Importance

Figure 5. Simulations based on model 2b in table 5. Expected values simulated under the model using 10,000 draws from a multivariate normal distribution
defined by the vector of parameter estimates and their covariance matrix. Expected values on the constructiveness indicator are simulated for the policy field
education. All control variables reported in table 5 are held at their means. Shaded regions report standard deviations of expected values across all simulated

draws.



on the conditions when coalition parties turn to more destruc-
tive review and opposition parties opt for more constructive
amendment strategies. We presented evidence that the level
of constructive review by coalition parties decreases on impor-
tant pieces of legislation, whereas opposition review turned
more constructive on salient bills, as signaling policy position
is more rewarding to opposition parties on salient bills.

Second, we contribute to research that has focused on
legislative review as a control mechanism in coalition govern-
ments (Dixon and Jones 2019; Fortunato et al. 2019; Martin
and Vanberg 2004, 2005, 2014; Pedrazzani and Zucchini 2013).
In multiparty systems where governments are routinely formed
as multiparty coalitions, collective cabinet responsibility is the
norm, where all cabinet members are expected to endorse
government policy (Laver and Shepsle 1994). We argued that
this feature of multiparty governance restricts the options for
coalition MPs to veto specific bill sections that were approved
by cabinet. Rather, the engagement of MPs in legislative over-
sight of cabinet bills is limited to constructive amendments.
On the one hand, this underlines coalition governance as a
set of mutual normative expectations to constructively coop-
erate rather than obstruct bills by the coalition partner. On
the other hand, this finding shapes our view of the role and
strength of individual ministers in coalition governance. As it
is hard for coalition partners to veto individual bill passages
(or entire bills), once a minster has managed to include spe-
cific policy statements into legislation, they are hard to undo
in parliament.

5 1.00
[}

'
£ t
2

2075 +

]

O

¥ to +
: |

£0.50 + i +

m '

E !

[}

E bl

20.25 |

&

E t

E i b

000

Volume 85 Number 1 January 2023 / 237

Our findings also align with past studies which have high-
lighted not only that constructive cooperation is relevant for
policy making but that even coalition formation and survival
is crucially dependent on parties’ ability to agree on joint policy.
As Greene (2017) has shown, finding policy compromises and
coalition survival is facilitated if parties focus on a broad range of
issues, where positions can be negotiated, while it is impeded if
parties build their platforms on strong stances in a small number
of highly salient and divisive issues. Our argument on the nor-
mative expectations of constructive legislative review fits nicely
with these works on the factors that facilitate constructive work
among coalition partners (see also Warwick 1994).

Our theoretical contribution is applicable beyond the
particular case studied here. Future scholarship might want
to further disentangle the mechanisms that determine the
strategic actions of parties in legislative review. As noted, the
scholarship on issue ownership (Greene and Haber 2015;
Green-Pedersen 2007; Petrocik 1996; Walgrave and De Swert
2007) is related to our argument, as parties can be expected to
engage more constructively in policy fields where their issue
competence is high. One, this might result from a different set
of MP policy competences since drafting amendments is a
highly technical endeavor. Two, parties might constructively
review legislation as a signal to their electorate, particularly on
those issues that are highly salient to their voter base.

There is some evidence for such patterns. We reestimated
model 1 from table 5 for different party groups and simu-
lated quantities of interest for different policy fields. Figure 6
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Figure 6. Differences in constructive review between policy fields for the Green Party. Based on a reestimation of model 1 from table 5 that only includes
amendments from the Green Party. The Y-axis plots the share of expected values on the constructiveness indicator under the model that is greater than or
equal to the value on the X-axis for two policy fields. All control variables are held at their means.
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is based on a model for the Green Party. Legislative review is
more constructive in a policy field that is salient to the Green
Party and its supporters (environment) in comparison to
legislative review in healthcare.

Additionally, future research might provide further in-
sights into the concrete incentives of opposition parties to
submit constructive amendments that are doomed to fail.
Different logics of signaling are conceivable, as members of
opposition parties might well use legislative review either to
signal to voters in their constituencies or as intraparty signals
to increase their opportunities for career advancement. On
the whole, we believe that this article makes a relevant con-
tribution to the study of executive-legislative relations and will
encourage future research on legislative review to systemati-
cally take the substance of amendments into account.
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