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The article is dedicated to analyzing negative and positive aspects and disclosures of
socio-economic and political effectiveness and consequences of minority governments in
European parliamentary democracies. The researcher also identified the parameters of per-
ceptions of minority governments by the public and clectorate. As a result, it was argued
that: the voters who support small parties or the voters who support large parties, but hope
that they will not win elections, consistently favor minority governments; the voters who
are more concerned about socio-economic policies are less inclined to support minority
governments; the voters who are not inclined to concentrate power support the idea of mi-

nority governments.
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EQEKTUBHICTD, COLLIAJIbHO-EKOHOMIYHI TA MOJIITUYHI
HACUIAKM | CNPUAHATTA YPARIB MEHLLOCTIY €BPONENCHKUX
NAPJIAMEHTCbKUX AEMOKPATIAX: TEOPETUYHUNA |
NPAKTUYHWUIA KOHTEKCT

HpoaHaAisoBaHo HCTaTUBHI Ta MO3UTUBHI CTOPOHH i BUSIBU COL[iaAbHO-CKOHOMIYHOI
Ta IOAITHUYHOIL C(l)CKTI/IBHOCTi U HACAIAKIB YPSAAIB MCHINOCTI Yy €BPOICHCHKHUX
INapAAMCHTCBKHX ACMOKpaTisiX. BusBacHO mapaMeTpu CHpUIHATTA ypsAIB MCHIIOCTI
TPOMAACBKICTIO i €AEKTOPATOM. ApryMcHTOBaHo, 110: BH6opui, SKi MATPUMYIOTh MaAi
naprii, 260 BI/I60p]_li, AKi MIATPUMYIOTh BEAUKI IAPTii, aA€ CIIOAIBAIOTHCS, 110 BOHU HE
MepEMOXKYTh Ha BI/I60an, NOCAIAOBHO BIAAQIOTD IIEPEBAry ypsIAaM MCHINOCTI; BI/I60pL[i, SAKi
Oiabie CTyp60BaHi COLIiaAbPHO-CKOHOMIYHOIO IIOAITUKOI, MCHIIE CXUADHI IIATPUMYBaTH
YPSAAU MEHILOCTI; BUOOPL, SIKi He CXMABHI AO KOHLICHTPALii BAAAH, IATPUMYIOTD iACIO

YPAAIB MEHIIOCTI.

Kauruosi crosa: ypso, ypao menuocni, yps0osuti kabinem, coyiarvno-eKOHOMIYHI 1Ma nOLMUYHI

Hacaioxy, CnputiHImms ypﬂﬁig MEHULOCTINE, NAPAAMEHINCHKA 3mo;¢p4mz’ﬂ, Gspo;m.
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Despite the fact that minority governments are the norm for the majority of European
parliamentary democracies and it is known almost everything or a lot about their attribuces,
preconditions, reasons and models of their formation, functioning and accountability, the
problems of the parameters of their effectiveness, social-economic and political consequences
and perception have not been solved and synthesized yet. And this issue is of great topicality,
as their effectiveness, social-economic and political consequences/results and features of public
perception of minority governments is a crucial factor of viability or non-viability while choos-
ing them and quality of functioning of those political systems, where minority governments
operate and thus political institutions and processes evaluated in them, as the lacter are a pre-
dictor of the system stability, democratic representativeness and accountability and prospects of
democratic strengthening. Nevertheless, the issue of effectiveness, social-economic and political
consequences and perception of minority governments (as distinguished from the problem of
minority government effectiveness) nowadays is predominantly solved only partially (in the form
of “tangential issues” within the frames of more comprehensive scientific research'), primarily
descriptively and intuitively and not absolutely analytically and therefore it requires undiverted
and systematic attention, what has been done in the current scientific paper.

However, while constructing systematized and synthesized conclusions concerning param-
eters of effectiveness, social-cconomic and political consequences and perception of minority
governments the majority of already existing research, referring to this and adjacent range of
problems, have been applied. Among of them, for instance, there are works by such scientists
as A. Alesina, N. Roubini and G. Cohen? A. Blais, J. Kim and M. Foucaule®, L. Dodd*, P-A.
Edin and H. Ohlsson’®, M. Laver and N. Schofield®, J. Linz and A. Stepan’, G. Pech?®, A. Robert’,
R. Franzese'®, L. Helland" and many others. As a matter of fact they are united by a scientific
position, according to which “minority rules” determine time-limited, ineffective and weak
(in comparison with “majority rules”) governments, in particular when referring to the issues
of their economic results, fiscal (budget) discipline, currency and monetary policy, budget
deficit, social-economic forward-thinking, responsibility for their own actions and reaction

to exogenous shocks.
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This stated position and a fact of relative social-economic ineffectiveness of minority gov-
ernments are supported by P. Warwick'?, S. Borrelli and T. Royed'?, who argue that minority
government cabinets are reliable on support of “hostile parties, which even do not get benefits
form their control over ministries”. As a result, on average minority governments are obliged
constantly or contextually, in particular appealing to expediency of aspects of governing and
retaining their seats, to “shift” from a desirable political-ideological position or constantly or
contextually take into account distinctive/ controversial political preferences of non-government
parties'. And this postulates an intermediate, though an artificial conclusion that those minority
government cabinets either are or can be, “the weakest” and the least effective in comparison
with other types of governments', even under conditions when some of them perform sub-
stantially effective and significant social-economic actions. First of all, it is revealed in the fact
that minority governments contribute to reduction in efficiency of taxation policy and fiscal
(budget) discipline and growth in expenses, debe crisis and budget deficit. K. Strom! states that
historically it is presupposed by an “impressionist” negative perception of minority governments
and the fact that lots of minority governments, being legislatively inefficient and within the
frames of their stability, predominantly became predictors of social-economic and political
crises, determining themselves by “political illness”, irrationality and weak level of governing'”.

Herewith, A. Blais, D. Blake and S. Dion*, S. Borrelli and T. Royed ””, B. Volkerink and
J. De Haan®, J. De Haan, J.-E. Sturm and G. Beckhuis?, D. Diermeier and R. Stevenson?,
P-A. Edin and H. Ohlsson G. Pech %, L. Helland** and many other scholars believe that the
reason for this may be hidden in the fact that ineffectiveness of taxation policy, reduction in

fiscal (budget) discipline and growth in expenses, debe crisis and budget deficit are caused by
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scenarios (especially in the periods of economic crises”) of conflict-ridden relationship between
the government and legislative majority in legislature, political factionalization and excessive
number of parties (in the parliament and government cabinet®) and political instability. They,
in their turn, if are not then can be attributes of minority governments, at least in comparison
with majority governments and on the background of party government in general. Besides,
to incoordination within the policy of minority governments contributes the fact that such
cabinets must or can adjust to one party/some parties while dealing with some issues and to
another/other parties while dealing with other questions. As a result, parties which provide
parliamentary support to minority governments, demand “their part in the budget’, are in-
fluencing on increase in expenditures, growth of the budget deficit and decrease in economic
effectiveness of cabinets”. It is notable, that political/party factionalization of legislatures is
traditionally higher over the periods of economic crises, and this is the reason why minority
governments exert negative influence on income and expenditure®.

It should be mentioned as well, that in case with minority governments key decisions are
taken not directly in government cabinets, but in legislatures and their committees. Such situ-
ation, in particular on the basis of not preserving, but overcoming a status quo, fragments and
complicates social-economic policy, reducing effectiveness and resulting quality of minority
governments. A. Falco-Gimen and I. Jurado® supplement such described logics stating that
social-economic ineffectiveness of minority governments is influenced by parameters of parlia-
mentary opposition structuring, in particular expectations and probability that it may become
a part of a hypothetical/future government cabinet. As consent of opposition is required to
form and approve of political programs of minority governments and thus unwillingness or
procrastination of the process on the part of opposition may become a precondition for minority
government ineffectiveness. Therefore, it is obvious that the problem of minority government
inefliciency lies in the fact that government parties and coalitions, which compose them, do
not coincide with parliamentary parties/coalitions, which support them. Thus, of great impor-
tance in the process of reducing minority governments ineffectiveness are rational preferences
of political parties, which are in opposition to them.

In general, itis revealed in the fact that oppositional parties in their relations with minority
governments concentrate on two major issues or interests: a) avoid supporting budgets, which do

not improve their chances to bring down current governments; b) avoid excessed complication
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of a social-economic situation, which they can hypothetical face, when coming into cabinet,
composing further government cabinets. In this context, of grear significance is the point, the
more opposition is concentrated in one party, the more probably it will be a part of further
government cabinet, in fact one party cabinet.Nevertheless, it should be mentioned expenses and
benefits of minority governments depend not only a composition of parliamentary opposition.
The point is that social-economic effectiveness or ineffectiveness of minority governments is
influenced by their type, which is directly evaluated with respect to own advantages over par-
liamentary opposition. In this way, apart from the composition of parliamentary opposition,
minority governments effectiveness is influenced by the level of party factionalization within
government cabinets. It can be traced from the perspective of assessing by oppositional/non-gov-
ernment and government parties their prospects, concerning conducting early parliamentary
elections, in particular when functioning of minority governments deteriorates or at least does
not improve social-economic situation in the country. On this account K. Serom™ remarks that
the higher factionalization of the government is, the less probable it will be that such govern-
ment continues functioning under complicated social-economic dramatic circumstances. That
is why it is more difficult for a factionalized minority government to overcome budget deficit
and symptoms of economic crisis, in comparison with a non-factionalized minority govern-
ment or amajority government. It is presupposed by the fact that in this case factionalization of
minority government is overlapped with the wish of parliamentary opposition to gain benefits
from situational support or non-support, provided to the cabinet. Consequently, parliamentary
oppositions are not obligatory willing to provide support to minority governments in the issues
of overcoming budget deficit and symptoms of economic crisis. On the contrary, less faction-
alized minority government, at least hypothetically, can solve social-economic problems easier,
because it can significantly influence parliamentary opposition, especially when the latter is
composed of several parties. And this regulates, that ineffectiveness of minority governments is
variable and depends on the type and composition of minority governments and parliamentary
opposition. Such situation is predetermined by the fact that oppositional and ad-hoc (in general
non-government) partics, in particular depending on their chances to become a part of future
cabinets and weakness of current cabinets, leave their mark on the results of social-economic

effectiveness of minority governments®'.
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Quite similar but at the same time different point of view is offered by P.-A. Edin®, C.
Green-Pedersen®, E. Damgaard*, G. Pech®, A. Robert®, T. Sakamoto”, K. Serom®, M. Haller-
berg and J. Von Hagen® and other scholars, who argue that not all minority governments, in
particular, not all the types and scenarios of minority governments are ineffective. Asa number
of constructions of minority government cabinets achieve positive (especially in Denmark, Swe-
den, Spain and Croatia) and negative (including Iraly and Romania) social-economic outcomes,
which are determined by a general state of development of political and social-economic systems.
B. Mukherjee and D. Leblang® assume that minority governments after all are capable of taking
complicated and significant economic (in particular budget, currency and financial) and social
decisions. Besides, different types of minority government cabinets (first of all those created on
the basis of agreements and support on the part of non-government parties in legislature) are
potentially different as to the indices of social-economic effectiveness and weakness or power*.
For example, it is quite obvious that coalitional minority governments possibly face a bigger
number of obstacles while promoting their own initiatives and political courses (and thus are
less effective), than single-party minority governments, as they are determined by a double-fold
field of veto-players, from the perspective of essence and problematical character of minority
governments, and in the context of essence and problematic character of coalition. In addition, as
K. Strom™, T. Bale and T. Bergamn* believe, that operating efficiency of minority governments
is under influence of types of agreements between government and non-government political
parties in legislature. As a result, some minority governments (which enjoy reliable support
in parliaments or the so-called “externally supported” minority governments or governments
within the frames of “contract parliamentarianism”) become more powerful (overall), while

others (which are not characterized by these attributes) become weaker (less comprehensive).
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That is why minority governments may be conventionally divided on the grounds of their own
theoretically probable power and social-economic effectiveness.

From this perspective, rather notable is a remark by D. Alexiadou* who states that mi-
nority governments are more socially-economically effective, concerning problems of capital
gains and income taxation, in particular in the countries, where they are formed more often
and are accompanied by the results of more proportional election systems. As in such cases the
systems of governing, which are capable of increasing labor taxes and decreasing employees’
taxes, can make use of additional income from bigger capital markets to finance constructions
of universalistic states of welfare. Correspondingly, countries where minority governments are
often formed and proportional election system are applied are usually characterized by more
inclusive political systems and mechanisms of political negotiations and therefore tend to
spread and divide tax burden between, employers, employees and capital. As a result minority
governments in such cases are or may be the outcome of general rules of achieving consensus,
according to which opposition parliamentary parties have too less political stimuli to be desirous
of becoming a part of alternative government cabinets, because much less their “political value”
is if they stay beyond the government®. To K. Strom’s* point of view it is especially correct
and actual in case when not entering the composition of the government cabinet (minority
cabinet in particular) is estimated by opposition parties as an instrument to get and multiply
the number of benefits/votes of electorate in future. Taking this into consideration, the sci-
entist remarks that “if political influence is the main aim of political parties, participation in
the government composition is not an indispensible condition to get a reward™. However, it
testifies that opposition partics in legislature (at least some European parliamentary democra-
cies) can be interested in promoting social-economic policy of minority governments for so
long as it does not interfere with their basic political values and interests. Therefore, not only
government, but also non-government (situational or opposition) parties under conditions of
minority governments may take responsibility for social-economic life in the country. In gen-
eral, it demonstrates that minority governments are more socially and economically effective
when they possess potential for “broad cooperation” with non-government parties and are in-
corporated in the frames of more inclusive political systems®. Thus, effectiveness of minority
governments may both increase and decrease in case when party systems, within which they

operationalize, become more factionalized.

- Alexiadou D, Financing the welfare state: Employers’ contributions and unemployment in minority and majority governments, Paper prepared
for the Sth ESPAnet Conference 2007, Vienna University of Economics and Business Administration, September 20-22, 2007.

® Luebbert G., A Theory of Government Formation, “Comparative Political Studies” 1984, vol 17, nt. 2, 5. 229-264.

“ Srom K., Minority Governments in Parliamcntary Democracies: The Rationality of Non-Winning Cabinet Solutions, “Campamtz‘ve
political Studies” 1984, vol 17, nr. 2,5.199-226.

¥ Strom K., Minority Governments in Parliamentary Democracies: The Rationality of Non-Winning Cabinet Solutions, “Comparative
political Studies” 1984, vol 17, nr. 2, 5. 211.

® Alexiadou D, Financing the welfare state: Employers’ contributions and unemployment in minority and majority governments, Paper prepared
for the Sth ESPAnet Conference 2007, Vienna University of Economics and Business Administration, September 20-22, 2007.

146



EFFECTIVENESS, SOCIO-ECONOMIC AND POLITICAL IMPLICATIONS AND PERCEPTIONS OF MINORITY GOVERNMENTS. ..

It should be mentioned that to the point of view of B. Mukherjee and D. Leblang®, as well
as M. Hallerberg™, leaders (prime-minister and heads of parties) in minority governments have
strong stimuli not only to influence, butalso to choose between fixed or floating exchange rates
(in factin favor of the latter). As a result, prime-ministers in minority governments and the very
minority governments themselves are determined by lower discount coeflicient, in comparison
with majority governments, due to their relative government instability, “shorter horizon period”.
However, it determines that prime-ministers in minority governments are less interested in and
concerned about final expenditures and expectedly higher levels of inflation, caused by such
changes of currency rates, appealing to the control over inflation by means of fixed balance®.

In addition, minority governments may position themselves as effective at least because they
are relatively fluent in their ability to construct majority in legislatures with political parties,
which are non-governmental and thus can more rationally effectively and politically promote
significan, in particular controversial reforms®’. An indicator of successfulness in conducting
reforms in such case is a systematic possibility to stabilize agreements between government
and non-government parties*. It can be especially observed due to remarks made by M. Laver
and N. Schofield*, that ideologically centrist or mediate minority governments can even play
a role of “policy dictators™. This is the basis for checking and supporting the hypothesis that
minority governments in fiscal or budget terms are the most responsible types of party govern-
ment cabinets. Against this background J. Alcand R. Lowry® disprove the position, according
to which unified government cabinets are less inclined to face budget deficit, while diversified
government cabinets are more inclined to do that. G. Pech® notes that minority governments
are not obligatory formed or must be formed in the situation of political and social-economic
crises, because they can be a sign of a stable political environment. It substantiates the position,
according to which minority governments, which are formed under the political crisis, are in fact
determined by relatively high expenditures, while minority governments which appear under
the stable situation (especially when they are the result of a powerful position of the initiator)
are characterized by rather low expenses. All this means that minority governments are more
socially and economically effective and show high-performance (or generally more success-

ful), when they are constructed by more powerful political parties. Or minority governments
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effectiveness depends on how much “external expenditures of a government cabinet” coincide
with “expenditures within a government cabinet’.

Taking into account studies conducted by R. Perotti and I. Kontopoulos” and our own
observations we may state that effectiveness of minority governments depends on a percentage
ratio in a parliamentary composition of parties, which make up governments in correlation
with a nominal composition of legislature. The point is that such correlation, in addition to
single-party or coalitional character of minority governments, exerts influence on capability
of the analyzed governments to preserve positional and institutional status quo. Taking it into
account, for example, it is obvious that the most effective among minority governments, at least
theoretically, are single-party cabinets, with the number of party seats approaching to 50% of
anominal composition in legislatures. It is especially observed in those cases, when such parties
in single-party minority governments are ideologically non-centrist/medial, resembling sin-
gle-party majority governments. A bit less effectiveness of such governments is shown when they
are operationalized in the systems of bicameral legislatures, but on the condition that personal
composition of parliament chambers is ideologically different. And eventually, as V. Towliac™
remarks that effectiveness of minority governments depends on combination of the number of
government parties and the percent of their parliamentary seats together with the character of
support provided to these parties and governments formed by them in legislatures: when the
described conditions lead to the growth of party factionalization, then minority government
become less politically and socially-economically effective and vice versa.

From the political perspective, consequences and effects of minority governments are also
very variable. Thus, among the key negative political consequences and effects of minority gov-
ernments it is possible to single out: a) relative instability of the very government cabinets, and
therefore political process and political system; b) crisis of legitimacy of governing, presupposed
by the lack of “strong/formalized power of minority governments and their relatively high level
of stability”; ¢) inability to fully implement all planned programs and measures (social-economic
and foreign policy) of minority governments, what caused the tendencies for such governments
to be not very long-standing”; d) spending too much time on formation and spread/provision
support to minority government cabinets; ¢) constantly low level of parliamentary discourse
and cooperation between parties, what is determined by the fact that parties are in permanent

60

conflict and in expectation of carly parliamentary elections®, as a result of which elections
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lose their expediency and accountability; f) relative slowness and operational inefficiency of
administrating and governing®’.

Explanations and effects of the described political consequences of minority governments
are supplemented by the fact that determined institutional designs considerably lose to ma-
jority governments as to succession and resulting quality of their activity (especially in case
of situational and not formalized minority governments). Therefore, minority governments
are less predictable and less reliable while solving social-economic and systematic problems
of state development, as traditionally they embrace smaller range of problems, than majority
governments. Especially, it is difficult for minority governments to take budget and reformist
decisions. This, as their experience in European parliamentary democracies proves, is predeter-
mined by the need for constant negotiations as to parliamentary support of minority govern-
ments provided by non-government parties. Consequently, it cannot be excluded that instead
of taking urgent measures of state policy, minority governments will have to take part in long
and complicated negotiations over their supportand further functioning. It causes and generates
much smaller system responsibility and accountability than in case of majority governments.
That is why we may assume that key and at the same time “cycle” drawbacks of minority gov-
ernments are their relative instability, inconstancy and ineffectiveness, misbalancing character
of which can especially dangerous reveal first of all in the systems of semi-presidential type (in
particular under conditions of the diversified minority system). To C. Skach’s®? point of view
such situation is predominantly caused by the fact that minority governments in the context
of semi-presidentialism (especially when they confront opposed presidents, who do not enjoy
support of the majority in legislature) can lead to the problem of controllability over political
process, maximization of conflicts in the system of dual executive power, political instability,
decrease in effectiveness of governing and backsliding/retreat from democracy.

On the other hand, as Z. Maoz and B. Russett state that minority governments are not
always characterized by relative instability (against the background of majority governments)
and thus are capable of functioning successfully and effectively. The pointis that “minority gov-
ernments are not more restricted than majority governments™, as the former can even be less
conflictive than the latter. B. Prins and C. Sprecher®, as well as M. Ireland and S. Gartner® state
thatitis determined by the fact that majority governments (in particular coalitional, which are

among the majority of governments in Europe) face a bigger number of variants of political/

o)

Forsey E., The Problem of “Minority” Government in Canada, “Canadian Journal of Economics and Political Science” 1964, vol 30, nr. 1,
s. 1-11.

Skach C., Borrowing Constitutional Designs: Constitutional Law in Weimar Germany and the French Fifth Republic, Wyd. Princeton
University Press 2005, s. 15, 17-18.

Maoz Z., Russett B., Normative and structural causes of the democratic peace, 19461986, “merican Political Science Review” 1993,
vol 87, nr. 3, 5. 626.

Prins B., Sprecher C., Institutional constraints, political opposition, and interstate dispute escalation: Evidence from parliamentary
systems, 19461989, “Journal of Peace Research” 1999, vol 36, nr. 3,5.271-287.

Ireland M., Gartner S., Time to Fight: Government Type and Conflict Initiation in Parliamentary Systems, “Journal of Conflict
Resolution”2001,vol 45, nr. 5, 5. 547-568.

64

(5

&

149



Panczak-biatoblocka Nadija

party resistance than minority governments. Therefore, namely minority governments and not
majority ones are less dangerous in questions referring to escalation of institutional conflicts.

In addition, among the advantages of minority governments in European parliamentary
democracies scientists name institutional sensitivity, accountability, transparency and respon-
sibility. Thus, theoretically it is clear and not occasionally observed that minority government
cabinets are very sensitive to the views of individual deputies of legislature. As policy in minority
cabinets is outlined, carried out and determined not independently or directly by prime-ministers
and members of their cabinets (as in cases with majority governments), but by prime-ministers,
members of cabinet and government, situational and oppositional parties of legislature®. Besides,
in particular situational and opposition parties, which formally comprise majority in legislature
can effectively check or introduce issues of votes of no-confidence in minority governments
making them work more responsibly®”. In its turn, accountability of minority governments
before parliamentary parties reveals in the fact that government legislations must be obligatory
and in time presented to all oppositional and situational parties, because namely on them it
depends whether laws and regulations would be adopted or not. Finally, public disclosure and
transparency of minority governments’ policy are based on constant communication between
governments, oppositional and situational parties of legislature. On average as P. Thomas®
states it means that namely minority governments and not majority governments implement
practice of more democratic and effective legislatures. Because government parties do not really
possess potential to personalize power, but always look for a consensus and compromise while
contacting oppositional and situational (I total non-government) political forces®. First of all
it reveals in the fact that within the frames of minority governments much used and effective
are procedures of parliamentary debates. Besides, from the perspective of minority govern-
ments legislatures are more open and democratic in the light of non-government parties and
individual deputies of legislature, as the latter are not only authorized, but are also interested in
introducing own legislative initiatives”. It contributes to the growth in efficiency of minority
governments, as the search for support helps not only implement “good and clever things”, but
also prevent “bad and ill-considered things™".

On average, it means that types of government are not an obligatory predictor of their so-
cial-economic and political effectiveness. Thus, minority governments can be effective or ineftec-

tive, and the key question is what exerts influence on this and on what depends social-economic
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and political effectiveness of minority governments. On this account K. Strom” states that
minority governments are socially and economically and politically effective only in case, when
legislatures, within which they are formed and function, and their individual party actors are
united and characterized by stimuli for cooperation. That is when the problems referring to
coordination of inter-institutional executive-legislative relations could be overcome. Addi-
tional, but ambiguous importance in this context has stability of minority governments, as
it predictably influences or at least can exert influence on minority government effectiveness.
The same opinion is shared by M. Benner and T. Vad™. They state that only institutionally and
behaviourally flexible minority governments, which can “maneuver” in the process of searching
support for their own political (legislative) initiatives in legislatures, can be effective. In other
words as C. Green-Pedersen”™ puts it, effective are those minority governments, which operate
different variants of formal or situational support of legislature. On the analogy, more effective
are those minority governments which in their parliamentary support and legislative activity
(or governing in general) rely on and make agreements (conduct negotiations) not with one
party, but with several parties in legislatures. The point is that when a minority government has
only one variant of constructing the majority support, then non-government party or parties,
which provide support only to governments’ initiatives, have too significant influence on the
political course and functioning of the government cabinet. That is why, effectiveness of taking
government's initiatives in legislature, and consequently effectiveness of a government cabinet
largely depends on closeness of such initiative to an ideal position of a non-government party
or parties, which support minority governments.

As a result it is obvious that political and social-economic effectiveness of minority gov-
ernments is the bases for consideration, referring the question how minority governments are
interpreted by public and electorate. In this context, it is obvious that in political science there
is no unified theory, devoted to explanation why public may support or protest against minority
government phenomenon and activity. However, there are some theoretical assumptions, in
this or that way concerning it, which could disclose how electorate perceives minority govern-
ments. It is notable that such reflections are rather numerous, referring to the countries, where
minority governments are formed more often”. However, distinctive studies are too few or they
are prejudiced in some cases, which are not characterized by minority governments (which are

not regularized or even prohibited) or are formed rather seldom.
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The majority of early scientific studies concerning the problem of perceiving minority
governments by public and electorate follow the scenario, according to which such cases of
institutional design are instable and ineffective and thus their perception must be negative. For
example, E. Forsey states that perception of minority governments is predominantly negative,
as the phenomena described by this notion are traditionally “incompetent, weak, indecisive, if
not worse”’®. Similar opinion is shared by L. Leduc, who assumes that voters are traditionally
inclined to support majority governments in accordance with “the British tradition of parlia-
mentary policy””. Finally, H. Cody argues that parties, public and mass media perceive mi-
nority government cabinets and expect their operationalization as “fragile structures”, which,
on the one hand, are able to build a short bridge to the majority, and, on the other hand, act as
“unreliable instruments of governing™”*.

On average, critical perception of minority governments by public and electorate is presup-
posed by the following: a) these constructions of institutional design predictably limit direct
accountability of government cabinets before people, and thus are “less democratic” (at least
in terms of people’s influence on composition of minority governments); b) these scenarios
of inter-institutional relations are interpreted as the least transparent among other party gov-
ernments’, as they often function on the basis of informal and situational agreements, which
are not always known to the public; ¢) such government cabinets, being dependent on sup-
port provided by non-government (sicuational and oppositional) parties, are less capable of
performing their obligations; d) these executive structures are restricted in their ability to find
and implement innovation political and managerial decisions, as they, on the one hand, are less
responsible and, on the other hand, are less accountable. However, distinctively it is clear that
minority governments are much popular in “old” and consolidated democracies than in “young”
democracies, which are in the process of consolidation. Moreover, minority governments are
more positively perceived in the countries, which test proportional and not majority election
systems and formulas.

On the contrary, positive perception of minority governments by public and electorate is
presupposed, in particular on the bases of including party expectations, stipulated by the fact that
these institutions serve as peculiar “information labels”, which assist society to neglect absence of
necessary political knowledge. The point is that electoral results of minority governments give

a possibility to introduce a row of complex challenges, which require certain level of political
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competence to operate party-oriented problems, incorporated in them®. It is important that
comprehension of minority governments is determined on the basis of voters’ corrections of
their own attitude towards these institutional scenarios, at least on the basis of strategic voting,
as a result of which the electorate’s choice can be motivated by expecting the results of voting.
It is especially traced when are formed minority governments, which lack just a bit to achieve
the status of minimally victorious coalitions or single-party majority governments. As in such
cases voters feel that they are represented by electorally successful parties®.

To positive perception of minority governments contributes the fact that being less dem-
ocratic accountable and responsible they are characterized by a more “opened style” of pro-
cedural democracy. The point is that under conditions of minority governments much more
influential become uncharacteristic for the bigger part of majority governments veto-authority
in executive-legislative relations, as non-government parties do not just have a right but are
also interested in limiting resources of government parties, restricting hypothetical (but per-
manent for most parliamentary democracies) growth in concentrating power by government
cabinets®. And this, though being contradictory, enhances legislative-negotiating “power” of
non-government parties, on the basis of which there is a non-institutional increase in minori-
ty governments accountability®. Thus, people understand that minority governments, being
dispersive representations of executive power, are or at least can be more “sensitive” to voters’
preferences. As they, in particular to engage support on the part of legislature, may offer more
variable scenarios of solving different legislative/managerial coalitions*. Especially, it can be
observed due to the fact that minority governments, in comparison with majority governments,
pay excessive attention to small parties, what causes such drawback of minority governments
as blurring of the locus of responsibility for government’s actions, as a result of which minority
governments are more able, in contrast with majority governments, to solve “short-term” prob-
lems of state management and achieve short-term electoral successes.

To conclude, we state that support of minority government cabinets can be led by electoral
preferences and expectations of more dispersed authority and more flexible reaction to public
requests; reaction to minority governments can be predetermined by more pragmatic economic
expectations, reflections and calculations; party expectations of minority governments may be
motivated by voters” desire to serve and have a liking for the interests of the parties they sup-
port. In other words, it means that voters, who support small parties or voters, who support

big parties, but hope they do not win the elections, consistently prefer minority governments;
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voters who are concerned with social-economic policy, are less inclined to support minority

gov

ernments; and voters who do not tend to concentration of power, support the idea of mi-

nority govcrnments.
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