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1 Introduction 
 
If one looks back on the contributions of institutional analysis to political science, two findings 
come to one’s mind: Duverger’s (1954; French original 1951) laws on the impact of electoral 
systems and the importance of agenda setting (paternity of this idea is difficult to attribute, but 
it probably belongs to McKelvey 1976). Döring’s major contributions revolve around this 
concept of agenda setting. I will first present them and locate them inside the literature, then I 
will show their relevance in assessing important theoretical questions in the literature, and then 
demonstrate how they can be expanded to cover countries that were not covered in the initial 
studies. 
 
 
2 Döring’s Contribution on Agenda Setting  
 
The theoretical literature on agenda setting was very influential. The power of the agenda setter 
was based on the exclusive right to make a “take it or leave it” offer, a proposal nobody could 
amend. McKelvey’s agenda setter could make a series of offers to a legislature that would vote 
sincerely, and as a result he could get his own ideal point, or produce literally any result in space 
that he wanted to. McKelvey’s result was another incarnation of Arrow’s theorem (1951), and 
generated an extensive literature studying why these cycling results were not produced by ac-
tual institutions (e.g. Shepsle 1979; Shepsle/Weingast 1984; Baron 1995; Baron/Ferejohn 
1989). 

Herbert Döring dedicated a big part of his work to studying actual agenda setting institu-
tions in a context different from the American one. Agenda setting is the main reason that 
governments in parliamentary systems dominate the policy making process. It empowers the 
government to select its preferred point among the multiple possible solutions that would be 
accepted by parliament and provides the institutional means to prevent this proposal from 
being altered on the floor. This general idea, however, is realized in many different combina-
tions of institutions at the disposal of governments. In order to thoroughly investigate the 
bewildering variety of agenda setting instruments in 18 Western European democracies, 
Döring directed a multinational group of researchers. Their work was published in an edited 
volume and Döring’s own contributions revolved around the concept of agenda setting 
(Döring 1995a; b; c). 

In this book Döring did not focus on the prominent issue of question of confidence. Be-
ing equivalent to the threat of government resignation, followed by dissolution of the parlia-
ment (Huber 1996), a question of confidence is like a threat of nuclear weapons in interna-
tional disputes: it is extraordinary and cannot be used frequently. 

Instead he focused on weapons of lower range and higher frequency. He identified seven 
variables that contribute to the agenda setting powers of governments when producing ordi-
nary legislation. I will present the variables and their values for the 18 countries covered and 
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then explain their significance, so that the reader will appreciate the scope and breadth of the 
institutional analysis undertaken. This is the first time that institutions have been analyzed in 
such a complete, consistent and multidimensional way. 
 
 
2.1 Authority to Determine the Plenary Agenda of Parliament 
 
This variable maps who may fix the parliamentary timetable and thereby prioritize certain bills. 
At their extremes the agenda can be set by the Government (e.g. United Kingdom) or by the 
Parliament alone (Netherlands). It is noteworthy that governmental control over the timetable 
only guarantees that its bills are debated on the floor but does not determine the outcome of 
parliamentary debates. Here is the entire list of possibilities: 
 
1. The government sets the agenda alone. 
2. In a president’s conference the government commands a majority larger than its share of 

seats in the chamber. 
3. Decision by majority rule at President’s Conference where party groups are proportionally 

represented. 
4. Consensus agreement of party groups sought in President’s Conference but the plenary 

majority can overturn the proposal. 
5. The president’s decision after consultation of party groups cannot be challenged by the 

chamber. 
6. Fragmentation of agenda-setting centers if unanimous vote of party leaders cannot be 

reached. 
7. The Chamber itself determines the agenda. 
 
 
2.2 Money Bills as Government Prerogative 
 
The initiation of bills requiring expenditure (“money bills”) is a government prerogative in all 
countries. Moreover, in some countries individual members of parliament are not permitted to 
propose money bills (e.g. United Kingdom) or face considerable restrictions (Greece). 
 
 
2.3  Is the Committee Stage of a Bill Restricted by a Preceding Plenary Decision?  
 
The restriction of the committee stage by a decision of the full plenary may shape the influence 
of the government on the final bill. Döring therefore asked whether the plenary majority may 
establish the principles of a bill before it is sent to committee. Most countries (e.g. Germany) 
enable committees to thoroughly consider bills without prior restrictions by the plenary. In 
three countries (Ireland, Spain and the U.K.) the floor refers the bill to committees after estab-
lishing the general principles. In Denmark, however, this floor decision is not strictly binding. 
 
1. Plenary decides on principles before committee and leaves little room for substantial 

changes. 
2. Plenary decides usually before committee but the decision is not strictly binding. 
3. Committee stage before consideration in plenary presents final solution. 
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2.4 Authority of Committees to Rewrite Government Bills 
 
An important question is on which text does the floor finally decide? Does the original gov-
ernment bill reach the floor with comments by the committee (e.g. France, Denmark), or does 
the committee amend the government bill and submit its own proposal to the floor (e.g. Bel-
gium, Germany)? There are four different possible answers: 
 
1. House considers original government bill with amendments added. 
2. If redrafted text is not accepted by the relevant minister, chamber considers the original 

bill. 
3. Committees may present substitute texts, which are considered against the original text. 
4. Committees are free to rewrite government text. 
 
 
2.5  Control of the Timetable in Legislative Committees 
 
The answers to two different questions help to determine government’s control over the time-
table of legislative committees: “Firstly, is the timetable set by the plenary parent body or by 
the committee itself? Secondly, may the plenary majority reallocate the bill to another commit-
tee or even take a final vote without a committee report, or does the committee enjoy the 
exclusive privilege of debating a bill as long as it thinks fit with no right of recall by the ple-
nary?” (Döring 1995c: 237). Government control over committees is highest in the United 
Kingdom, Finland and Ireland whereas committees in Denmark or Sweden enjoy considerable 
autonomy in this dimension. The combination of the answers produces the following classifi-
cation. 
 
1. Bills tabled before the committee automatically constitute the agenda. 
2. The directing authority of the plenary body with the right of recall. 
3. The committee themselves set their agenda but right of recall by plenary exists 
4. House may not reallocate bills to other committees.  
 
 
2.6 Curtailing Debate before the Final Vote of a Bill in the Plenary 
 
Government control over the orders of the day is not sufficient for a smooth passage of its 
bills. Additional institutional instruments may be necessary to prevent opposition parties from 
obstructing parliamentary business, i.e. endless debating or other time-consuming activities. 
Three questions are answered by the following classification. “1. May an exceedingly short time 
limit to curtail debate for the final vote be unilaterally imposed in advance by the government 
or its simple majority in the plenary over which the government normally commands? 2. May a 
limitation of debate only be imposed by mutual agreement between the parties? 3. Is there 
neither advance limitation nor possibility of closure of debate, thus theoretically opening up 
unlimited opportunities for filibustering” (Döring 1995c: 240)? Again, the House of Commons 
shows a high degree of government control, as the debate is limited by the parliamentary ma-
jority in advance. At the other extremes one finds countries such as Sweden or the Nether-
lands, that have no formal restrictions on parliamentary debates. 
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The eighteen countries fall under one of the following categories: 
 
1. Limitation in advance by majority vote; 
2. Advance organization of debate by mutual agreement between the parties; 
3. Neither advance limitation nor closure. 
 

Country Plenary 
Agenda 

Financial 
Initiative Committee Re-write Time 

Table
Financial 
Voting 

Lapse 
Bill 

Agenda 
Control 

Austria 4 3 3 3 2 2 2 -0.044 
Belgium 4 3 3 4 3 2 3 -0.170 
Denmark 5 3 2 1 4 2 1 -0.106 
Finland 5 3 3 4 1 3 2 -0.148 
France 2 1 3 1 2 1 3 0.333 
Germany 4 3 3 4 3 2 2 -0.126 
Greece 2 2 3 2 2 1 2 0.280 
Iceland 5 3 3 1 4 2 1 -0.170 
Ireland 1 1 1 4 1 2 2 0.519 
Italy 6 3 3 4 2 2 2 -0.219 
Luxembourg 3 3 3 3 2 2 4 -0.053 
Netherlands 7 3 3 1 4 3 4 -0.527 
Norway 4 3 3 4 2 2 2 -0.063 
Portugal 3 1 3 3 2 2 3 0.147 
Spain 4 1 1 4 2 2 2 0.221 
Sweden 5 3 3 4 4 3 4 -0.427 
Switzerland 3 3 3 4 3 2 4 -0.135 
U. Kingdom 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.690 

 
Table 1: Government Agenda Control (Döring 1995c) 
 
2.7 Maximum Lifespan of a Bill Pending Approval after Which It Lapses if not Adopted  
 
Agenda setting powers of the government are most important if the time span for passing 
legislation is shortened. The lifespan of bills in the 18 countries studied varies significantly 
between six-month or one year (e.g. United Kingdom) to countries where bills never die (e.g. 
Sweden, Luxembourg). 
 
1. Bills die at the end of session (6 months-1 year). 
2. Bills lapse at the end of legislative term of 4-5 years. 
3. Bills usually lapse at the end of legislative term but carrying over is possible. 
4. Bills never die (except when rejected by a vote). 
 
Table 1 provides the score each country receives in each of the seven agenda control variables, 
along with the first factor of a principal components analysis that I performed (the first eigen-
value explains 47% of the variance) and normalized the weighted sum. 

Even twelve years after its construction this remains the most advanced indicator of 
agenda setting powers in the literature. Döring has done an excellent job compiling objective 
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indicators about who can place items on the agenda and whether they can reduce discussion 
time on the floor or in the relevant committees. Another advantage of Döring’s indicator is 
that it applies to countries regardless of their regime type such as the non parliamentary system 
of Switzerland as well as semi presidential France along with the parliamentary systems of the 
other Western European countries. 

In the remainder of this article, I will show the relevance of Döring’s indicator and the 
capacity of the ideas underlying it to be expanded to a variety of countries not covered by the 
initial study. 
 
 
3 The Relevance of Döring’s Agenda Setting Indicator 

 
A major distinction among different countries is their regime type. Presidential systems are 
characterized by a clear division of powers stemming from separate elections of the executive 
and the legislative branch and mutual independence. Parliamentary systems are characterized 
by the confidence relationship between government and parliament and their interdependence 
stemming from confidence and no-confidence votes. The literature on these distinctions and 
on the characteristics of different systems is abundant (for a recent literature review see Elgie 
2005). 

More recently, different approaches to classify political systems have emerged. They unify 
different regime types in a common theoretical framework and examine their properties. The 
first is Lijphart’s consociationalism approach as presented in his books ‘Democracies’ (1984) 
and ‘Patterns of Democracy’ (1999); the second is my book ‘Veto Players’ (2002). 

Lijphart asks whether regimes are majoritarian or consensus, that is, whether they assign 
decisions to a simple majority of the people or to “as many people as possible” (1999: 2). Veto 
Players focuses on how many individual or collective actors need to agree in order to change 
the status quo. 

Both of these approaches identify differences between presidential and parliamentary sys-
tems beyond the definitions of the classic literature on regime types. For Lijphart the differ-
ence exists in the “executive dominance” variable. For me, it is the number of veto players 
(presidential systems having more of them on the average), their ideological distances, and the 
allocation of agenda setting powers that differentiate among countries: in presidential systems 
the legislative agenda is controlled by the legislature; in parliamentary systems by the executive. 
Other rational choice models also point to agenda setting as the major difference between 
presidential and parliamentary systems (Persson/Tabellini 2000, Diermeier and Feddersen 
1998). These analyses lead to the implication that policymaking power is concentrated to gov-
ernments in parliamentary systems and to parliaments in presidential ones � exactly the oppo-
site of what their names indicate. We will discuss this issue extensively in the last section of the 
paper. 

Let us now focus on Lijphart’s “executive dominance” variable which measures “the rela-
tive power of the executive and legislative branches of government” (1999: 129). For Lijphart, 
“[f]or parliamentary systems, the best indicator is cabinet durability.” He goes on to differenti-
ate his approach from what he calls the “prevalent” point of view, according to which “cabinet 
durability is an indicator not just of the cabinet’s strength compared with that of the legislature 
but also of regime stability” (1999: 129). Lijphart cites Warwick’s theory as an example of this 
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point of view1 and contrasts this approach with Siegfried’s (1956) and Dogan’s (1989) analyses 
that show that shifts in ministerial personnel do not affect policies. The point of disagreement 
is whether government stability has an effect on the regime. In line with Siegfried and Dogan, 
Lijphart argues that it has no effects and therefore finds it reasonable to use cabinet durability 
as an indicator of executive dominance. Warwick and most of the literature on coalitions claim 
the opposite. 

My argument is that government duration and executive dominance do not have the self-
evident connection that Lijphart implies. If there was such a connection, the logical argument 
that leads to it should be made explicitly. In fact, I would argue even further that government 
duration is logically independent of government power. Government duration is a function of 
when the government in power resigns or is voted down by parliament. Government resigna-
tion indicates political disagreement between government and parliament, and whenever such 
disagreement occurs the government will have to resign whether or not it is strong. Further-
more, parties participating in the government may for their own reasons put an end to it in 
order to lead to the formation of a new government or to an early election. 

None of these calculations has a systematic correlation with the power of the current 
government. Yet, Lijphart uses executive dominance extensively in the theoretical part of his 
book: it is one of his indicators of consociationalism, and it is connected with other features of 
democracies like the party system, the electoral system, or the concentration of power. In addi-
tion, (and what may not be well known) executive dominance enters all the empirical assess-
ments of Lijphart’s analysis of democratic regimes. Since he uses factor analytic techniques, the 
variable “executive dominance” is one of the indicators that generate the principal components 
of his analysis and all country scores on every issue are derivatives of this variable. Given the 
lack of theoretical justification, can we improve upon Lijphart’s measurement of “executive 
dominance”? In order to answer this question we have to follow the steps of Lijphart’s argu-
ment closely. Lijphart constructs executive dominance based on government duration the 
following way: Compiled in the first column of Table 2 he first measures the average cabinet 
life of governments by changes of party composition. Hence, governments with identical party 
compositions are counted as one even if the Prime Minister resigns, or if there is an election. 
He then proceeds using several additional events as marking the end of a government: elec-
tions, a change of the prime minister, change in the minimal winning, oversized coalitions, or 
minority status of a cabinet. Respective values of the average cabinet life are presented in the 
second column in Table 2. The average of these two measures is produced in Lijphart’s (1999) 
Table 7.1 (column 3 in Table 2). 

But there are some additional steps necessary for the creation of the “index of executive 
dominance.” Here is the description of the rest of the process: “Two important adjustments 
are required to translate the averages in the third column of Table 7.1 into a satisfactory index 
of executive dominance. First, some of the averages assume extreme values. Botswana, which 
has one-party cabinets made up of the Botswana Democratic Party from 1965 to 1996, is the 
most glaring example. Its four-year election cycle reduces the average duration in the third 
column to 17.63 years, but this is still more than three times as long as the average of 5.52 
years for Britain � and there is no good reason to believe that the Botswana cabinet is three 
times as dominant as the British cabinet. Accordingly, any values higher than 5.52 years in the 
third column are truncated at this level in the fourth column. A much greater adjustment is 
necessary for the presidential systems and for the Swiss separation-of-powers system. In four 
                                                           
1 “A parliamentary system that does not produce durable governments is unlikely to provide effective policy making to 
attract widespread popular allegiance, or perhaps even to survive over the long run.” (Warwick 1994: 139) 



Agenda Setting and Executive Dominance in Politics 19 

of the six cases, cabinet duration gives a completely wrong impression of the degree of execu-
tive dominance. [...] Switzerland is a prime example of executive-legislative balance. Hence, I 
impressionistically assign it a value of 1.00 year. The same is appropriate for the United States 
and Costa Rica. On the other end France must be assigned the highest value for executive 
dominance � the same as Britain’s.” (Lijphart 1999: 133 f.) Eleven out of the thirty-six coun-
tries in Lijphart’s study are assigned impressionistic values of the executive dominance index 
because the duration of their governments expressed as the average of the two measures had 
nothing to do with a balance of power between legislature and executive. 
 

Country Average  
cabinet life I 

Average  
cabinet life II 

Government  
Duration 
(Lijphart) 

Executive 
Dominance 
(Lijphart) 

Austria 8.42 2.53 5.47 5.47 
Belgium 2.29 1.68 1.98 1.98 
Denmark 2.81 1.75 2.28 2.28 
Finland 1.31 1.18 1.24 1.24 
France 2.88 2.08 2.48* 5.52* 
Germany 3.60 2.03 2.82 2.82 
Greece 3.60 2.16 2.88 2.88 
Iceland 2.78 2.17 2.48 2.48 
Ireland 3.72 2.42 3.07 3.07 
Italy 1.28 0.99 1.14 1.14 
Luxembourg 5.62 3.16 4.39 4.39 
Netherlands 2.94 2.50 2.72 2.72 
Norway 4.22 2.11 3.17 3.17 
Portugal 2.32 1.86 2.09 2.09 
Spain 6.35 2.38 4.36 4.36 
Sweden 4.77 2.07 3.42 3.42 
Switzerland 16.19 0.99 8.59* 1* 
U. Kingdom 8.49 2.55 5.52 5.52 

 
Table 2: Government Duration and Executive Dominance 
 
Döring’s analysis presented in the first section indicates that “executive dominance” is a matter 
of agenda control. The concept reflects the ability of the government to have its proposals 
accepted the way they are, as opposed to having them massively amended by parliament. If this 
is correct, the agenda control indicator calculated in the previous section and presented in 
Table 1 should have high correlation with Lijphart’s “executive dominance” variable. This is 
actually the case: the correlation between Lijphart’s index of “executive dominance” (replicated 
in Table 4.1) and the “agenda control” indicator that I developed in the previous section is 
statistically significant (r = 0.496 significant at the 0.05 level). It is interesting to note that this 
correlation is much higher than the correlation between “executive dominance” and “dura-
tion” in Lijphart’s own dataset. Indeed, for the restricted sample of 18 countries derived from 
Döring’s dataset, although Lijphart’s two columns have identical numbers for all countries 
except Switzerland (duration is 8.59 and executive dominance is 1) and France (duration is 2.48 
and executive dominance is 5.52), the correlation of “executive dominance” and “duration” is 
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0.29 (which is statistically non-significant since the F test provides the number 0.24). Of 
course, the 18 countries in Tables 1 and 2 are the easier half of Lijphart’s countries. All of them 
are West European countries; all of them (with the exception of Switzerland and France) are 
parliamentary democracies.2  
 

 Agenda control Government duration Executive dominance 
Agenda control 1   
Government duration 0.187 (0.4575) 1  
Executive dominance 0.4962 (0.0362) 0.2863 (0.2494) 1 

 
Table 3: Agenda Control (Döring), Government Duration, and Executive Dominance 
(Lijphart) (P values in parenthesis). 
 
Lijphart’s classification has the major advantage that it covers both presidential and parliamen-
tary regimes. This is a point that should not be lost in the discussion. It is true that the duration 
variable cannot be used to generate indicators of executive dominance in presidential systems, 
and Lijphart uses “impressionistic” values. However, if one looks at the legislative abilities of 
Presidents in presidential systems, one will come to results quite similar to Lijphart’s classifica-
tion of presidential regimes. 

This discussion leads us to the third section of the paper. The fact that duration of presi-
dential governments cannot be used as a proxy for executive dominance (and even if it could, 
it would not have been relevant as is the case for parliamentary regimes) does not mean that 
this variable cannot be used for presidential systems. On the contrary, it means that one should 
use Döring’s methodology and define it rigorously. The following section stems from a recent 
article that I coauthored trying to extend Döring’s methodology to countries that he had not 
studied. 

 
 

4 Conditional Agenda Setting in Latin America 
 
Tsebelis and Aleman (2005) identified a particular interaction between Presidents and Legisla-
tures in Latin American systems: The President can make a positive suggestion if he vetoes a 
part of a bill. This procedure does not exist in the US constitution where the President has 
only the right to veto (which can be overruled by 2/3 majorities in both chambers). In Latin 
America the presidential “observation” is considered by Congress under different rules in each 
country. Sometimes it requires approval by a majority in Congress, other times it requires a 
qualified majority to be approved, and others it is considered as part of the bill unless it is 
objected by a qualified majority in Congress. Obviously these rules regulating the approval of 
presidential observations affect very much the agenda setting powers of the President. 

Tsebelis and Aleman called this presidential power “conditional agenda setting” and ana-
lyzed it this way. Compared to the typical veto of the US President this procedure presents two 
                                                           
2 There may be a classification problem because the French Fifth Republic as well as Finland, Portugal, Iceland, Ire-
land and Austria are usually classified as semi-presidential regimes. This is not a problem for veto player theory be-
cause for all these countries the number of veto players is calculated on the basis of legislative powers, so the French 
Fifth Republic is exactly like a parliamentary country. Lijphart uses the semi-presidentialism argument to give France a 
different score from the average of government duration, but does not alter the government duration scores of the 
other semi-presidential countries. 
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differences that are particularly salient: First, it is now the President who selects a preferred 
proposal from all the available alternatives. Second, the set from which the President can select 
this counter-proposal may be very wide, as it increases with the required majority to overrule 
the President’s observation. 

 

 
Figure 1: Block Veto 
 
Figure 1 (Block Veto) and Figure 2 (Amendatory Observation) help to visualize these differ-
ences. Figure 1 describes the situation under the block veto. It shows the presidential ideal 
point (P), the status quo (SQ) and the set of alternatives that a majority prefers to the status 
quo (W(SQ)). The smaller circle Q(SQ) contains all policies that can defeat the status quo by a 
qualified majority. The president can successfully veto any bill that Congress proposes in the 
set (W(SQ) – Q(SQ). Inside Q(SQ) a presidential veto will be overridden. Thus, the block veto 
enables the president to restrict congressional policies to the set Q(SQ). He cannot, however, 
select his preferred outcome within this set.  Point X, for example, will be sustained even 
though P prefers alternatives within Q(SQ) that are closer to his ideal point. Under the block 
veto Congress retains significant agenda setting powers. 

Under amendatory observation (Figure 2) the situation is different. Congress proposes bill 
B that is located within the winset of the status quo W(SQ). This bill can be defeated by a set 
of points that belong to the winset of B (W(B)). However, the President does not need to 
select his counter-proposal from among these majority-preferred alternatives. He merely needs 
to select from among the wider set of points NQ(B), which encompasses those alternatives 
that B cannot defeat by a qualified-majority. The President can select from among the points in 
NQ(B) the one that he prefers the most (point Y in Figure 2). Indeed, if the required majority 
to override the presidential counter-proposal is, for instance 3/5, the President needs the sup-
port of just over 2/5 of the members of Congress to have his revised proposal prevail. This 
procedure is not an imaginary institutional setting used for expositional purposes; it is the set 
of decision-making rules in Uruguay (with a 3/5 override) and Ecuador (with a 2/3 override). 

SQ

 X

W(SQ) 
  Q(SQ) 

 

P 
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In these two countries, after the override deadline has passed the amendatory observations 
introduced by the President are automatically enacted into law. 

 

 
 
Figure 2: Amendatory Observation; based on Tsebelis and Aleman (2005: 401) 
 
Consequently, there are two major differences between the better-studied block veto that can 
be overridden by qualified majority and the amendatory veto that can be overridden by the 
same majority. In the first case, the President simply reduces the initiatives of Congress from 
W(SQ) to Q(SQ), while in the second, the President can take the initiative and propose a mod-
ified bill that is better for Congress to accept than to reject. Note that the second power is 
more significant than the first. Because Q(SQ) � W(SQ) � NQ(SQ), a President with the right 
to introduce amendatory observations not only can select, but has a larger area to select from than under 
block veto, and this holds not only in the extreme case of the qualified majority requirement, but 
also in the actual case of a simple majority. The fact that under complete information Congress 
will make an acceptable proposal to the President does not affect our argument: the power to 
introduce amendatory observations to vetoed bills gives Presidents greater discretion to shape 
legislative outcomes than the typical block veto. 

Tsebelis and Aleman proceed to identify three variables that determine the details of the 
legislative procedure: First, whether the President has the right to exercise a block veto, a line 
item veto, or an amendatory observation. Second, what is the required majority for approval or 
rejection of the President’s action, and whether this majority is calculated on the basis of 
members present, or total number of legislators. Third, what is the default alternative, since the 
President has to calculate his proposal to defeat the default alternative, otherwise he loses his 
right to act, and is overruled by Congress. These three variables produce a classification of 
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Latin American countries on the basis of Agenda setting rights of their Presidents. Table 4 
presents this classification. 

 
 
Country 

Amendatory 
Observations? 

Override 
Requirement Default* 

Honduras No ��2/3� of votes SQ 
Dominican Rep. No ��2/3� of members SQ 
Guatemala No ��2/3� of members SQ 
United States No ��2/3� of members SQ 
Colombia No - partial veto ��1/2� of members SQ 
Paraguay No - partial veto ��1/2� of members SQ 
Panama No - partial veto � 2/3� of members SQ 
Brazil No - partial veto ��1/2� of members X 
Argentina No - partial veto ��2/3� of votes X 
Venezuela Yes ��1/2� of votes SQ 
El Salvador 1 Yes ��1/2� of members SQ 
Nicaragua Yes ��1/2� of members SQ 
Peru Yes ��1/2� of members SQ 
Bolivia Yes � 2/3� of votes SQ 
Mexico Yes ��2/3� of votes SQ 
Costa Rica Yes ��2/3� of members SQ 
Chile Yes � 2/3� of members X 
Uruguay Yes ��3/5� of votes Y 
Ecuador Yes ��2/3� of members Y 

* Y = amended bill; X = bill without changed sections 
 
Table 4: Presidential Conditional Agenda Setting in Latin America 
 
What is interesting to note is that this classification is significantly different from other assess-
ments of presidential powers which are based on a compilation of different prerogatives that 
Presidents have along with legislative powers: from appointing their cabinet to accepting for-
eign ambassadors. Correlations between conditional agenda setting and other classifications of 
presidential powers are low (unlike in the Döring-Lijphart case). A similar assessment of the 
legislative powers of the Presidents of ex-communist countries (Tsebelis/Rizova 2007) pro-
duces results not anticipated by the conventional literature. 

 
 

5 Instead of Conclusions 
 
Döring identified the difference between the theoretical literature assuming absolute powers of 
agenda setters and the reality of European countries as a subject for serious study. He under-
stood that it was an enterprise impossible for a single person to undertake and created a group 
of country experts that collected and analyzed the information and enabled him to focus on 
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the subject of his choice: agenda setting. He studied carefully the modalities that determine the 
extent of government powers, and produced seven indicators of these powers. A summary 
assessment of these powers correlates highly with the variable “executive dominance” in   
Lijphart’s work. But this is only one part of the story: Döring’s indicator is precise, accurate, 
multidimensional, and has not been disputed in any respect more than 10 years after its pro-
duction. In addition, this sort of analysis can be replicated in countries that Döring did not 
cover in his analysis. Any one of these achievements would be memorable. 
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