
Vol.:(0123456789)

Acta Politica
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41269-021-00199-3

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

The first two laws of politics: Nannestad and Paldam’s “Cost 
of Ruling” revisited

Alfred G. Cuzán1 

Accepted: 25 February 2021 
© Springer Nature Limited 2021

Abstract
Two decades ago, Peter Nannestad and Martin Paldam (2009) published a paper in 
which, having analyzed 282 elections held between 1948 and 1997 in 19 developed 
democracies, they claimed that all incumbent parties on average incur a “cost of rul-
ing” of approximately 2.25% points per term. They called this cost a “robust fact,” 
“an unusually stable constant” that operates across countries, institutions, and time. 
I evaluate how well N&P’s empirical assertions hold up in a much larger set of elec-
tions held in a set of well-established democracies similar to the one they studied, as 
well as in other, more recent electoral democracies outside the OECD region.

Keywords Cost of ruling · Laws of politics · Incumbent loss · Spell in office · 
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Introduction

Two decades ago, Peter Nannestad and Martin Paldam (1999; henceforth N&P) 
published a paper in which they reported that the “cost of ruling,” “which is nor-
mally treated as a small sideshow—often relegated to a footnote—is a strong and 
robust fact that ought to be on center-stage” (1999, 21). Their “key empirical claim” 
is that the average cost of governing (λ), calculated as the percentage point change 
in the share of the vote for the party or coalition in government in 282 elections 
held in 19 developed democracies between 1948 and 1997, is approximately 2.25% 
(p. 3).1 They called this effect “an unusually stable constant” whose robustness “is 
generally not well known” (pp. 3, 21). Budge concurs, adding that “possibly the 
best-supported inductive ‘law’ in political science is that government parties will 
lose around 2%–3% of their previous vote in the following election” (Budge 2019, p. 
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321). Nannestad and Paldam made other bold pronouncements about this constant, 
among them being that the cost of ruling, by contributing to alternation between 
parties or coalitions in government, “contributes to keeping democracy viable” 
(N&P, 23).

The purpose of this paper is to evaluate how well N&P’s empirical claims hold 
up in a much larger and longer set of elections held in varying institutional settings 
and regions of the world. First, though, some caveats are in order. To begin with, I 
examine a similar, but not identical set of 19 developed democracies of the OECD 
as that which served as the basis for N&P’s claims. Firstly, I substituted Israel for 
Finland which, as it happens, did not differ that much on incumbent loss during the 
period 1948–1998, − 2.45% vs. − 3.10%, respectively. (For a complete list of coun-
tries and elections used in this paper, see the Appendix). In France, N&P exam-
ined elections for the National Assembly, whereas here I do so for the presidency 
because, with Budge et al. (2012, p. 275), I found that it was not always obvious to 
what party to attribute the cost of governing for the legislature. There were fewer 
French presidential than assembly elections, and this contributed to a reduction in 
my total elections for this period, compared to N&P’s (278 vs. 283). Thirdly, in 
this paper the vote for the party of the head of government (prime minister, premier 
or president) serves as the basis for calculating incumbent loss. The recorded vote 
is the percentage of the total vote cast for the incumbent party candidate or list in 
the first or only round in elections for the lower house of the legislature or for an 
independently elected executive, a president or governor. My analysis computes the 
percentage point loss in this “raw vote” of the party of the head of government, as 
Paldam called it (Paldam 1991, p. 23).2 In N&P’s 1999 paper, by contrast, in parlia-
mentary systems, in which the government frequently consists of a coalition of par-
ties, incumbent vote consists in the combined total of all the parties included in the 
coalition. The rationale for doing it my way is that it is not unusual for a coalition 
to break up between elections. With one or more former coalition members oppos-
ing their former partners, it is unclear how to apportion the losses among them. But 
it is a straightforward matter to measure the loss incurred by the party of the prime 
minister, which, after all, probably is the most visible to the electorate and the one 
most likely to be held responsible. As a result, the average incumbent loss per term, 
calculated with the “raw vote” of pooled elections and terms of office, is lower in 
my case (λ = − 1.77% vs. λ = − 2.54%). On the other hand, the standard deviation, all 

2 To account empirically for some countries, like the U.S. and France, that include a few “extreme” 
elections, Paldam transformed the “raw data” into a form that is “quadratically normal in the tails, and 
normal in between” (Paldam 1991, p. 22). But the statistical results of the regression equations estimat-
ing the Vote–Popularity (V–P) function with economic and institutional variables were very similar 
between the two distributions, that for the raw as well as for the transformed data. See note at the bottom 
of Table 5 in Paldam (1991, p. 25). Nannestad and Paldam found that indeed most elections are “normal 
elections, determined by a sum of many issues” and hence follow “the same normal distribution,” while 
a few others “are extreme elections, dominated by one issue, where the outcome is quadratically normal” 
(p. 8; their emphasis). The difference not being at the core of their argument, however, they did not pur-
sue the point further or transform the raw data as Paldam had done.
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elections pooled, was practically the same (σ = 5.95 vs. σ = 5.97).3 Finally, whereas 
simply dividing total losses of the raw vote by the number of terms in N&P yields 
a mean loss of − 2.54% per term, they calculated that λ = − 2.25% (N&P, Tables 1 
and 2, pp. 3–4). They arrived at the latter figure by dividing the life of governments 
into quarters and computing the annual cost of governing in “normal elections,” and 
then multiplying by 3.5 years, the length of a “standard” term of office. Thus, they 
settled on λ ≈ − 2.25% per term (p. 9). By contrast, I weigh all terms equally regard-
less of their length, just as Paldam did in an earlier contribution (Paldam 1991, pp. 
18–19). Any government is coded as serving at least 1 year, even if it lost a repeat 
election within the same year. If a government won reelection but fell a few months 
later, say, because one of the parties deserted the coalition, or the government lost a 
vote of confidence, I retroactively coded their last election as incumbents as a loss, 
ending their spell in office at that point. In sum, there are some differences between 
the two approaches in data and coding rules. This makes the coincidence in the two 
sets of findings all the more remarkable.

One last caveat needs pointing out. My objective is simply to present evidence 
that in my judgment leaves no doubt that Nannestad and Paldam’s findings point to 
what might be called “The Law of Shrinking Support” and “The Law of Alterna-
tion in Office.” The latter is a necessary consequence of the former, so it requires 
no explanation. But I offer none for the first law, either. There are many contestants 
already in the field. Nannestad and Paldam devoted more than half of their paper 
to adjudicating among three, and several more are available (Budge et al. 2012, pp. 
275–277; Hix 1984; Paldam and Skott 1995; Thesen et al. 2020; Wlezien 2017). If 

Fig. 1  Incumbent Vote Loss, 19 OECD Countries, 1948–2021

3 Also, the statistics of the “raw,” untransformed data on incumbent loss are λ = − 1.61, σ = 5.50 (1991, 
p. 18). This is very similar to my estimate for the 1948–1998 period. See Fig. 1 and discussion thereof.
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the history of science is any guide, still more candidates will emerge to claim the 
honor.4

Evaluating N&P’s empirical claims

Nannestad and Paldam’s article includes several kinds of empirical propositions. 
One has to do with the nature of the “the cost of ruling,” another with its average 
magnitude, λ, and a third with its variation, measured by the standard deviation, σ. 
In this section, these empirical claims are serially evaluated in approximate order 
of importance, first with a similar set of developed democracies, described earlier, 
albeit over a longer time span, and then with a much larger universe of elections 
from around the globe.

Again, according to N&P, the cost of governing constitutes a set of “very basic 
facts” (their emphasis), “an unusually stable constant” “that does not depend upon 
the election system, the party-structure, or the size of the country” (pp. 6, 3). It is 
something in the order of “a general law” (Paldam 1986, 23; my emphasis) that 
cuts across countries and time. Measured in 282 elections held in 19 established 
OECD democracies between 1948 and 1998, λ ≈ − 2.25%, σ ≈ 4.5% in parliamen-
tary democracies, with twice the variation in presidential elections (N&P, 3). In 
earlier papers, Paldam had posited somewhat lower estimates of λ, of 1.65% and 
1.61% with two fewer countries, the former in the 1948–1980 period (Paldam 1986) 
and the latter in the 1948–1985 period (Paldam 1991). Next, N&P examined the 
path of incumbent losses over time and found that for two decades starting in 1948 
the 3-year rolling average was trendless, but then the plot took a downward turn, 
the vote losses doubling, on average, to around − 5%.5 They conjectured that the 
“change is connected to the economic changes in the 1990s” (p. 9), but did not pur-
sue the point further.

Figure 1 displays the plot of incumbent loss of a pooled set of 392 elections held 
in 19 OECD countries between 1948 and 2021. (For all the countries included in 
this study, see the Appendix at the end of the paper.) The time-path of the 3-year 
rolling average plot through 1998 bears comparison with N&P’s own Fig. 6 (p. 9). 
Note that it tracks theirs rather closely. It, too, dips in the mid-1990s, a behavior that 
recurs two decades later, beyond the period they studied. Note, too, that there is not 
much of a trend in the annual data (shown by the dashed blue line) or rolling 3-year 
rolling average path (β = − 0.05, R2 = 0.02 and β = − 0.04, R2 = 0.23, respectively). 
However, the 1995 dip appears to have been not simply a temporary displacement of 
the latter, as N&P thought, but a permanent one step-function increase in the cost of 
governing of ≈ 0.80%. Up through 1998, λ = − 1.77%, σ = 5.9 for incumbent loss and 

5 According to another estimate, “By the 1990s incumbent parties in Europe were losing 6.28 per cent of 
the national vote subsequent to entering into government” (Martin 2014, p. 283, citing Narud and Valen 
2008, p. 379).

4 Lamenting the proliferation of weak correlations among variables across the social sciences, Budge 
(2019, p. 323) reports “the joke that any political scientist who can’t find at least ten explanations for any 
given correlation should leave the profession.”
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− 1.85%, σ = 1.8 for the 3-year rolling average path; after that year, the respective 
statistics are λ = − 2.56%, σ = 7.1 and λ = − 2.64, σ = 1.9. Still, for the entire series 
λ = – 2.00%, σ = 6.3 incumbent vote and λ− 2.13%, σ = 1.9 for the 3-year rolling 
average path, very close to what N&P estimated with a different, more complicated 
method and with only 2/3 as many elections held over a shorter period.6 Therefore, 
their core claim, that in the developed democracies on average the cost of governing 
is around − 2.25%, and that it is invariant or nearly so with respect to time, appears 
to be as solid a stone as they said it was. Only, one need not be fixated on − 2.25% 
per term (as we shall see, N&P were not), but accept Budge’s less stringent − 2% to 
− 3% range (Budge 2019, p. 321).

A second empirical claim by N&P (1999) is that the cost of governing is inde-
pendent of institutions. They found that λ was about the same in presidential and 
parliamentary systems, but that the standard deviation, σ, in the former was approxi-
mately twice as large as in the latter (4.5% vs. 9.0%). The measurements obtained 
with the longer OECD data series reveal a difference of 0.75% in the cost of gov-
erning between presidential and parliamentary systems, λ = − 2.7% and λ = − 1.95%, 
respectively, but a smaller difference in the standard deviation, σ = 9.1 and σ = 6.0 
than what N&P had found. However, recall that in the present study two presidential 
systems are included, those of France and the U.S., whereas in N&P (1999) only the 
latter was.

More to the point, properly assessing institutional differences associated with 
the cost of governing is problematic because of the potential influence of other fac-
tors. Most presidential systems operate in Latin America, a region that only recently 
appears to have gained some continuity in electoral democracy and where the politi-
cal history of most countries has been rather turbulent. Comparing subnational elec-
tions in Canadian provincial and Australian state governments with those in the U.S. 
is a way to overcome these difficulties.7 In Australia and Canada, elections to the 
provincial or state parliament are from single-member, plurality or first-past-the-
post systems. Australia uses the preferential ballot, but this difference is sidestepped 
in the present analysis simply by recording only the so-called “primary vote,” the 
equivalent of the first round of voting in systems, like the French, where a second 
round is held if no candidate receives at least 50% + 1 of the vote. Also, U.S. gov-
ernorships are, like the presidency, a single-occupant office filled by plurality vote. 
Thus, these subnational comparisons mimic the difference between first or only 
rounds elections in presidential and parliamentary systems. Moreover, the total vote 
going to the largest parties is relatively high in these subnational units: 82% in Aus-
tralia, 83% in Canada, and 97% in the United States. These subnational elections in 
three mostly English-speaking continental polities, then, provide an ideal setting in 
which to evaluate whatever mediating effect of institutions there may be on λ and σ.

6 Also, Martin (2014, 288) estimated the cost of governing for government parties in Ireland between 
1981 and 2011 at − 3.3%, well within one standard deviation of the OECD average over the longer 
period.
7 Another study of the costs of ruling at the subnational level, this time of parties in ruling coalitions in 
nearly 9,000 local Swedish elections, estimated the absolute cost at − 1.3% (Karlsson and Gilljam 2016, 
p. 709).
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Table  1 displays the results over the same 1948–2021 period. Observe that λ 
ranges between a low of − 2.4 in Australian state and − 3.5% in Canadian provin-
cial parliamentary elections, with the U.S. state gubernatorial elections falling in-
between, at − 3.2% per term. Note the practically identical values between the com-
bined pool of the former two with that of the latter. This finding is consistent with 
N&P’s claim that the cost of government is invariant with respect to institutions. 
Figure 2 shows that incumbent loss is trendless in U.S. gubernatorial and Austral-
ian state elections, and weakly negatively sloped in Canadian provincial elections 
(β = − 0.12, R2 = 0.09).

A third empirical claim, or rather expectation, because they did not do the analy-
sis themselves but relied on separate findings from others,8 was that in countries 
with high economic volatility, as in Latin America during the 1980s, election results 
are “more volatile, and λ becomes larger” (N&P, 1999, 5; emphasis in the origi-
nal). Calculated over 128 presidential elections in 16 Latin American countries9 

Table 1  Incumbent loss

Subnational Elections, Australia, Canada, U.S., 1948–2021

Province or state

AUS CAN AUS-CAN US All

Incumbent loss (λ) − 2.4 − 3.5 − 3.1 − 3.2 − 3.2
Standard deviation (σ) 7.1 8.4 7.9 10.9 10.2
N = 151 207 358 980 1338

Fig. 2  Incumbent Vote Loss, Subnational Elections: Australia, Canada, and the U.S., 1948–2021

8 Remmer (1991) and Gavin and Housmann (1998).
9 Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, and Uruguay. This list is similar to Remmer’s 
(1991), a set of 21 elections in 12 countries that included two not included here (Nicaragua and Ven-
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between 1948 and 2021, the results are λ = − 8.95%, σ = 13.1 for incumbent loss, and 
λ = − 10.4%, σ = 6.5 for the rolling 3-year average path. As shown in Fig. 3, consist-
ent with N&P’s conjecture, Latin America’s λ did drop in the 1980s, and then again 
once per decade of this century. Nevertheless, incumbent loss is trendless. The con-
stancy in the cost of governing, albeit at a higher level in this region and with greater 
variation, is verified. The real difference, then, lies in the higher λ and σ. Whether 
that has anything to do with economic volatility or some other cause, historical, cul-
tural, or institutional (not all presidential systems are the same—see, e.g., Shugart 
and Carey (1992))—is not something that can be established here. All that can be 
said is that in Latin America the cost of governing and its variability are high, just as 
N&P had expected.

The fourth of N&D’s empirical claims is as follows: “For newly established 
democracies it may take half a dozen elections for the party-system to stabilize. 
While this happens there is likely to be big variation in” the cost of governing (N&P, 
3). To evaluate this proposition, the analysis turns to regions outside of the OECD, in 
the British Caribbean, Asia, Africa, and the formerly Communist Party-ruled coun-
tries of Central, Eastern, and Northern Europe (CENE). Table 2 arranges the regions 
roughly according to the age of their respective democracies, from the youngest to 
the oldest. For ease of comparison, the Latin American and OECD statistics are 
included, as well. Outside the OECD, λ ≈ − 5.4%, σ = 11.4 for parliamentary elec-
tions, and λ = −7.2%, σ = 14.0 in presidential elections. These regions do not share 
any obvious characteristics except that they are relatively latecomers to democracy, 

Fig. 3  Incumbent Vote Loss, 16 Latin American Countries, 1948–2021

ezuela) but omitted several others (Brazil, Chile, Mexico, Panama, and Paraguay). Calculations based 
on her Table 1 (Remmer, p. 782) yield the following estimates with the 21 elections included: λ = − 13.4, 
σ = 8.7. These estimates are higher than those shown in Fig. 3. It appears, then, that, at least by our meas-
ure, governing in Latin America has become less costly and less variable since Remmer’s study.

Footnote 9 (continued)
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although this is not the case for the British Caribbean mini-states. Therefore, this 
finding is largely consistent to N&P’s conjecture about a larger cost and variation 
thereof in these polities. Also, as expected, both λ and σ are higher in presidential 
elections although, yet again, the difference is small within the OECD. It is true 

Table 2  National-level cost of governing by region and type, 1948–2021

Note: The regions are ordered in rough order of the start of the series, from the most recent to the oldest. 
In only the OECD does the series date from before 1950. The most recent newcomers to democracy are 
Africa and CENE, where competitive elections initiated in the early 1990s. In Asia, only India’s election 
series begins in the 1950s, the rest in the 1980s or 1990s. In Latin America, Costa Rica’s is the old-
est, its democratic elections dating from the 1950s, followed by the Dominican Republic a decade later. 
Most others of the region suffered intermittent dictatorships between the 1960s and 1970s, democracy 
being inaugurated or restored in the 1980s or 1990s. The series for most British Caribbean countries 
commenced in the 1960s or 1970s
a N = countries/elections
b Time incumbent party stays in office, in years. See Fig. 5 and accompanying text

Region Parliamentary Presidential Spellb

Percent 
Inc. loss 
(λ)

Deviation (σ) Na Percent 
Inc. loss 
(λ)

Deviation (σ) Na Mean (σ)

Africa − 5.91 11.2 5/31 − 2.91 15.6 7/38 15 (12.9)
CENE − 6.26 11.2 12/87 − 3.02 14.7 2/12 5.6 (2.7)
Asia − 2.24 6.4 1/16 − 7.01 14.1 5/32 8.0 (4.8)
British Caribbean − 5.03 12.3 10/99 9.7 (5.9)
Lat. Am − 8.92 13.0 16/127 6.9 (4.5)
All non-OECD − 5.41 11.4 28/233 − 7.2 14.0 30/209 8.0 (6.5)
OECD − 1.95 6.0 17/364 − 2.7 9.1 2/28 9.6 (8.8)
All regions − 3.30 8.7 45/597 − 6.7 13.6 32/237 8.6 (7.5)

Fig. 4  Incumbent Vote Loss, 57 non-OECD Countries, 1948–2021
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that there are only two presidential systems in that region. But recall Table 1, which 
shows little difference in λ and a smaller than expected difference in σ between state 
or provincial elections in Australia and Canada and gubernatorial elections in the 
U.S., the latter being equivalent to presidential contests at the subnational level. 

One discordant note is apparent, however: on average the countries outside the 
OECD have crossed the threshold of half a dozen elections conjectured by N&P 
beyond which the party system should have stabilized and λ and σ begun to approxi-
mate more normal values, closer to the OECD’s. Presumably, then, one should 
expect both λ and σ to shrink over time. Yet, Fig. 4 does not show this. The track 
of incumbent vote in non-OECD democracies is trendless. Neither is there any 
evidence of a shrinkage in the spread of the observations. Except in CENE, where 
incumbent loss has shrunk a little (β = 0.38, R2 = 0.05), none of the other regions 
shows a trend. The CENE exceptionalism may be may be associated with its close 
relations with the OECD, as many of these countries have joined the European 
Union. Therefore, N&P’s expectation that the magnitude and variation in the cost of 
governing would move toward the OECD level after half a dozen elections is almost 
devoid of support. Why that should be so is beyond the scope of this paper. Still, the 
most interesting finding is that the cost of governing is indeed a constant, even if the 
actual magnitude and variation seems peculiar to region.

The last of Nannestad and Paldam’s claims that I will evaluate here concerns the 
contribution that the cost of governing makes to partisan cycles. They put it this 
way: “Once there is a cost of ruling everybody knows that governments will change 
frequently. This is therefore a key condition for [irregular] partisan cycles to occur” 
(N&P 1999, 18). Curiously, though, they did not attempt empirically to ascertain 
whether the partisan cycles were indeed irregular, as they surmised. As it turns out, 
they are quite regular. This is shown in Fig. 5. The panel on the right tracks elections 
held between 1948 and 2001 in the OECD, and the one on the left, elections out-
side that region. Note that in neither panel is there a discernible trend. On average, 

Fig. 5  Length of Spell in Office in Years, OECD vs. non-OECD, 1948–2021



 A. G. Cuzán 

there is a change in partisan control of the government about once per decade. The 
same constancy is found in all but one of the individual regions, albeit at a different 
level, ranging from 14 years in Africa to half that long in Latin America.10 The only 
exception is found in CENE, where the trend is up moderately, toward a longer spell 
(β = 0.13, R2 = 0.16). Since in this region on average incumbents have the shortest 
tenure in office (5.6 years), this may indicate some tendency toward goal-seeking in 
the system.11

Conclusion

As their paper wound to a close, Nannestad and Paldam expressed confidence that 
although new research with more data may turn up “a few deviations from perfect 
constancy,” in the cost of ruling, “the deviations from strict constancy will remain 
remarkably small” (N&P 1999, 21). Their claim, extravagant as it may have seemed 
at the time, has been borne out by the facts. The cost of governing is indeed a con-
stant, albeit its magnitude varies by region, from ≈ −2% to − 3% in the developed 
democracies of the OECD that N&P studied, to two to three times higher outside 
that region. Also, Nannestad and Paldam were on the right track when they surmised 
that the cost of governing makes for partisan cycles and thus contributes to the sur-
vival of democracy, an argument developed further in Budge et al. (2012, chap 12) 
and Budge (2019, chap 7). As I have demonstrated, the partisan cycles are regular: 
on average governing parties turn over about once per decade, whether in the OECD 
or in newcomers to electoral democracy.12 Thus, Nannestad and Paldam’s and Pal-
dam’s pioneering papers made two fundamental additions to the stock of knowledge 
of politology13: “The Law of Shrinking Support” and the “The Law of Alternation 
in Office.”

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary material available at https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1057/ s41269- 021- 00199-3.

Declarations 

Conflict of interest There is no conflict of interest.

10 The tendency for short-term incumbency in Latin America was apparent as early as four decades ago 
(Hix 1984). Again, this speaks to regional constancy.
11 On goal-seeking in a system, see Ashby (1960, chap. 4).
12 This would suggest that in democracies alternation in office is something like what Ashby (1960) 
describes as an “essential variable” of a system, the exceeding of certain limits in either direction of 
which would cause the system to collapse.
13 Paldam (1986, p. 12) refers to political scientists as “politologists.” I submit that this is a more appro-
priate appellation. Other disciplines adopted the suffix “ology,” from the Greek, to denote a field of 
study. I see no reason why the scientific study of politics should not go by the name “politology.”

https://doi.org/10.1057/s41269-021-00199-3
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41269-021-00199-3


The first two laws of politics: Nannestad and Paldam’s “Cost…

References

Ashby, W.R. 1960. Design for a Brain. The Origins of Adaptive Behavior. New York: Wiley.
Budge, I. 2019. Politics: A Unified Introduction to How Democracy Works. London: Routledge. Taylor & 

Francis Group.
Budge, I., H. Keman, M.D. McDonald, and P. Pennings. 2012. Organizing Democratic Choice: Party 

Representation Over Time. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Gavin, M., and R. Hausmann. 1998. Macroeconomic Volatility and Economic Development. In The 

Political Dimension of Economic Growth, ed. S. Borner and M. Paldam, 97–116. London: Palgrave 
MacMillan.

Hix, R.H. 1984. Incumbency and Electoral Turnover in Latin America. Journal of Interamerican Studies 
and World Affairs 26 (4): 435–448.

Karlsson, D., and M. Gillam. 2016. Cost-of-Ruling in Local Elections: The Case of Sweden. Lex Localis 
14 (3): 695–714.

Martin, S. 2016. Policy, Office, and Votes: The Electoral Value of Ministerial Office. British Journal of 
Political Science 46 (2): 281–296.

Nannestad, P. and M. Paldam. 1999. The Cost of Ruling: A Foundation Stone for Two Theories. Aarhus, 
Denmark: University of Aarhus Department of Economics, Working Paper No. 1999–9. Available at 
http:// papers. ssrn. com/ sol3/ papers. cfm? abstr act_ id= 165709.

Narud, H.M., and H. Valen. 2008. Coalition Membership and Electoral Performance. In Cabinets and 
Coalition Bargaining: The Democratic Life Cycle in Western Europe, ed. K. Strøm, W.C. Müller, 
and T. Bergman, 369–402. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Paldam, M. 1986. The Distribution of Election Results and the two Explanations of the Cost of Ruling. 
European Journal of Political Economy 2 (1): 5–24.

Paldam, M. 1991. How Robust is the Vote Function? A Study of Seventeen Nations over Four Decades. 
In H. Norpoth, M. S. Lewis-Beck, and J-D. Lafay (eds). Economics and Politics: The Calculus of 
Support. The University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor pp. 9–31

Paldam, M., and P. Skott. 1995. A Rational-Voter Explanation of the Cost of Ruling. Public Choice 83 
(1/2): 159–172.

Remmer, K. 1993. The Political Economy of Elections in Latin America, 1980–1991. American Political 
Science Review 87 (2): 393–407.

Shugart, M.S., and J.M. Carey. 1992. Presidents and Assemblies: Constitutional Design and Electoral 
Dynamic. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Thesen, G., P.B. Mortensen, and C. Green-Pedersen. 2020. Cost of Ruling as a Game of Tones: The 
Accumulation of Bad News and Incumbents’ Vote Loss. European Journal of Political Research 59 
(3): 555–577.

Wlezien, C. 2017. Policy (Mis)Representation and the Cost of Ruling: US Presidential Elections in Com-
parative Perspective”. Comparative Political Studies 50 (6): 711–738.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published 
maps and institutional affiliations.

Alfred G. Cuzán is a Distinguished Professor of Political Science (or, as he prefers to call it, politology) 
at The University of West Florida. He is the author of Laws of Politics. Their Operations in Democracies 
and Dictatorships (forthcoming from Routledge).

http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=165709

	The first two laws of politics: Nannestad and Paldam’s “Cost of Ruling” revisited
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Evaluating N&P’s empirical claims
	Conclusion
	References




