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THE TYPOLOGY OF THEORIES AND MODELS OF MINORITY
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PARLIAMENTARY DEMOCRACIES

The article is dedicated to proposing and detailing a wide-ranging typology of theories and
models of minority governments’ formation and accountability in parliamentary democracies.
The researcher singled out theoretical and methodological perspectives of minority govern-
ments’ investigation and explanation, and proved that theories and models of minority govern-
ments should be divided onto empirical and a priori, position-oriented (or «policy-blind») and

policy-oriented (or «policy-cognizant»), as well as cooperative and non-cooperative.
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TUNONOTIA TEOPIW | MOAENEW ®OPMYBAHHSA TA
BIANOBIAANIbHOCTI YPALAIB MEHLLIOCTI Y MAPNIAMEHTCbKUX
AEMOKPATIAX

VY crarri 3aIPOMOHOBAHO i ACTAAI30BAHO Pi3HOCTOPOHHIO THUIIOAOTIIO Tcopiﬁ/MoACAcﬂ
$opMyBaHHS Ta BiATIOBIAAABHOCTI YPSIAIB MCHIIOCTI y NMapAaMEHTCBKUX AEMOKPATifiX.
BurokpemaeHO TeOpeTHKH-METOAOAOTIYHI EPCIIEKTUBH AOCAIAYKEHHS | IOSICHEHHS YPSAIB
MeHIocTi. Bussaeno, mo TEOPil i MOACAI YPAAIB MEHIIOCTI AOLIABHO TAKCOHOMYBATH Ha
CMIIPUYHI Ta aNpPiOpHi, MOCAAO-OPIEHTOBAHI (abo <<n0AiTHKO-anXOBaHi») Ta MOAITHKO-

OpIi€EHTOBaHi (abo «moaiTHKO-06i3HAHI» ), a TAKOXK KOOIICPaTUBHI Ta HEKOOIICPATUBHI.

Karwuosi crosa: ypsd, ypso menmocmi, meopii/smodei ypsdie meHmocmi, napiameHmevka

demoxpamis.

Political science testifies that relations, which occur amidst the actions of various parliamentary ac-
tors in circumstances where minority governments exist and specificity of implementation of their
constitutional functions and duties by minority governments within parliamentary democracies,
determine classical and non-classical/modern theoretical perspectives, which are divided into ratio-
nalistic, institutional and partological. The first refers to the assumptions of the theories of a rational

choice and games, which argue that political actors are rational, and coalitional policy is strategic, as

87



Panchak-biatoblocka Nadija

it manifests itself as a game between parties'. The second one is defined by the fact that coalitional
policy is institutionally presupposed and goes beyond the limits of personal factors, which identify
individual players and their behavior, that is why a choice of players is predetermined by a set of stan-
dards, regulations, restrictions and conditions of the political system. The third assigns the main part to
parties and party systems in the process of formation of interparty dynamics in legislatures. However,
pointing out several perspectives in the course of minority government research does not allow to find
aunilateral concept towards determination of theories and models of their formation and liability in
parliamentary democracies, as in the political science has already been established an extremely di-
versified approach to classification of such theories and models. Correspondingly, the analysis of the
theories and models of minority government formation, as well as their variegated and generalized
typology in parliamentary democracies is currently topical and thus is a subject of the present paper.

This range of problems has been partially investigated and described by such scien-
tists as D. Austen-Smith, ]. Banks and J. Duggan®, D. Baron and J. Fercjohn’, A. Bas-
sit, E. Browne and M. Franklin®, C. Crombez?, A. De Swaan’, D. Diermeier, A. Mer-
lo, H. Eraslan and R. Stevenson®, T. Kalandrakis’, D. Kreps'®, M. Laver and K. Shepsle'?,
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M. Laver, M. Taylor and N. Schofield", G. Luebbert'?, L. Martin and R. Stevenson'4, M. Morel-
1" W. Muller and K. Strom'¢, W. Riker'”, A. Rubinstein'®, K. Shepsle”?, K. Strom®, G. Tsebelis?!,
P. van Roozendaal® and others.

In some of the works, in particular M. Laver’s” “Models of Government Formation’, it is argued
that theories and models of government formation and liability, especially in case of parliamentary
minority, must be classified as empirical and a priori, office-secking (or “politically-blind”) and pol-
icy-secking (politically-cognizant), and cooperative and non-cooperative. Their overlapping let us
comprehend reasons, tendencies and peculiarities of formation of governments of different types, in
particular minority governments, in the perspective of various rational, partological and institutional
factors.

The division of theories and models of governmental cabinet formation into empirical and a pri-
ori is based on the parameters of methodological style and logical modeling. Empirical theories study
the process of government/governmental cabinet formation and liability as a fundamental subject of
their interests. They gather information about the reasons of government formation and/ or resigna-
tion, analyze them for the purpose of regularity and repetition and on these bases make theoretical
conclusions concerning peculiarities of formation and liabilities of different types of governments in
the perspective of various characteristics of political systems, as well as taking into account variegated
(rational, institutional and partological) perspectives of studying government formation and liabilities.
That is why, empirical theories are not focused on constructing individual abstract conclusions, but
are concentrated on factual actions and processes of government formation. On the contrary, a priori
theories are focused on the assumptions, which in total provide stylized and simplified description of
the key peculiarities of formation/liabilities of different types of governments. However, these theo-
ries are also grounded on the insights of real politics and thus have a large empirical base. But “at the

end” their aim is not to single out factors/attributes of formation and liabilities of different types of
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governments within variant systems, but construction of clear models of government-formation pro-
cess, based on feasible “starting” assumptions and strict logical arguments. Therefore, a priori theories
are more intuitive than empirical™.

The division of theories and models of governmental cabinet formation into office-secking
(or “politically-blind”) and policy-secking (politically-cognizant) is based on taking into account
motivational assumptions of blocs, parties and deputies that participate in government-formation
process within parliamentary democracies. Politicians, first of all, may be motivated by the desire
to get into governments/governmental cabinets or the wish to actualize their political goals, both
by means of governmental cabinets and without them®. Besides, parties and politicians may be
motivated by the desire to get into governments/governmental cabinets and some other wishes.
They (these aims) usually are scientifically disordered and unstructured®. For example, a party or
politician may combine office-secking and policy-secking motives of their activity. It significantly
burdens theoretical constructions of government formation and liabilities within parliamentary
democracies. Especially, it is in the perspective of electoral preferences, which are accumulated in
parties’ and politicians” motives”. From this point of view, it is notable that earlier theories of gov-
ernment formation and liability were office-secking, whereas later (current) — are policy-secking.
However, it does not mean that factually and empirically governmental cabinets nowadays have
become predominantly policy-secking.

Finally, the division of theories and models of government/governmental cabinet formation and
liabilities into cooperative and non-cooperative (generally this division refers to the a priori theories of
government formation) is based on the fact that to some extent the very process of government forma-
tion and providing it with parliamentary vote of confidence within parliamentary democracyisa ‘game”.
And “games’, in their turn, are theoretically divided into cooperative and non-cooperative™, what is
important from the perspective of government formation, especially coalitional ones, as different parties
take control over different governmental positions and ministerial posts®. The cooperative approach
considers “governmental victories™ of parties in case of different variants on the basis of the assumption
that the most “valuable” is that variant of governmental cabinet, which will more than likely be actualized/
formed. Correspondingly, the approach focuses on determining each variant of governmental cabinetin
accordance with current institutions and institutional rules of the game and a “victory” of any political
actor is defined as a kind of function of “values™ of different variants of governmental cabinets, in which
this political actor may participate and in correspondence to which it may conduct negotiations as to
specified rules of a game. On the contrary, the non-cooperative approach interprets actors’ behavior in

the frames of hypothetical governmental cabinets, despite the fact whether such actors are blocs, parties,
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parts of parties (factions), individual deputies. The approach is concentrated on constructing balanced
governmental cabinet, i.e. a cabinet which is preferred to other alternative governmental cabinets by all its
members. Correspondingly, the approach is focused on achieving such government-formation process,
which is aimed at achieving interparty balance, i.e. best possible individual strategy of each member of
agovernmental cabinet. Itis notable, that evolutionally cooperative theories of government formation and
liabilities have been corresponding to the rational and partological perspectives, whereas non-cooperative
theories — to the institutionalized perspective. It is presupposed by the fact that governmental cabinet
formation and liabilities are “products” of the institutional rules of government-formation process, in
particular referring to such issues as consequence of engaging leaders or representatives of various parties
to the process of government formation, peculiarities and procedures of votes of confidence/investiture
in governments on the part of parliaments or leading chambers of parliaments, characteristics of division
of certain political jurisdiction and ministerial posts (‘governmental victories”).

Extrapolating given typology of theories and models of government formation on the
cases of minority cabinets, M. Laver argues that they are best described by the theories of gov-
ernment formation, which are a priori and policy-secking, especially in the frames of coopera-
tive approach™. It becomes obvious from the analytical facts provided by the political science
in the 70s-80s of the 20™ century, which state, in particular by E. Browne, A. De Swaan®,
M. Taylor and M. Laver®, that minimally victorious coalitions are not so widespread, as it is
predetermined by a priori theories of government formation. On the contrary, a large part of
post-war governments within parliamentary democracies in Europe, for instance, was com-
posed of minority cabinets, which in no way works with office-secking theories of government
formation® (however L. Martin and R. Stevenson® proved that in European parliamentary
democracies, except minority cabinets, the same crucial role is played by both office-secking
secking (or “politically-blind”) and policy-secking (politically-cognizant) theories of govern-
mental cabinet formation.

That is why, M. Laver focuses on two factors that explain minority government formation
in parliamentary democracies, defined by K. Strom and G. Luebbert, and which are dependable
on the role of party policy in the government formation processes™. In particular, G. Luebbert”
describes government formation by means of interparty relation and roles of party leaders. In-
terpreting party leaders as people who are fundamentally motivated by a desire to stay in their

leadership positions, the scientist defines party policy as a means of manipulation on behalf of
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party leaders in order to achieve their motivation. Correspondingly, G. Luebbert’s explanation
is presupposed by the fact that some party leaders who see a chance to become members of
governmental cabinets may be afraid of the consequences, which can threaten their leadership
potential in the parties. On the contrary, K. Strom™ explaining the phenomenon and peculiari-
ties of minority government formation interprets the game not only as a government-formation
process, but electoral and legislative processes as well. He remarks that membership in party
cabinets has both drawbacks and benefits. A great part of drawbacks is represented by restric-
tion of a party’s electoral chances, in particular after finding compromises with other parties
which are electoral competitors/rivals. Therefore, parties quite often choose a strategy to stay
oppositional/non-governmental, especially if they anticipate electoral losses while forming or
being a part of governments”. It is supplemented by systems committees and commissions,
powerful as to their authorities, which exist in some parliamentary democracies and result in
high frequency of minority governments.

Theoretical-methodological conclusion that minority governments are predominantly
formed in accordance with the patterns of a priori policy-secking theories is also supported by
N. Schofield, who states that if in a party system any centrist/core party exists, then it strives to
create single-party minority government as a result of government-formation processes*. The
point is that in such case “an ideal place” for such party will be governmental policy. If such
party does not exist in the party system, then the result of a government-formation process will
usually be minimally victorious coalition. And if this conclusion is interpreted in the frames
of a non-cooperative approach, it becomes quite obvious that in case of centrist/core party,
which can form single-party minority government, any governmental cabinet must comprise
such party in its structure. In other case such party will have an opportunity and potential to
veto any alternative cabinet and by this prevent its formation. As explained by M. Laver and K.
Shepsle*, L. Martin and R. Stevenson®, it means that if in the system there is a strong centrist
party (sometimes it should not be obligatory centrist), then it becomes a member of any or
almost any government, based on the principle of balance. Thus, it is a member of coalitional
or single-party minority government or coalitional majority government.

To the great extent the abovementioned problem is described by K. Crombez* and P.
Van Roozendaal®, who reasonably state that an increase in frequency of minority govern-

ment formation is contributed by enlargement of size and centrist-ideological positions of
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parliamentary parties and leading chambers of parliaments. On the contrary, G. Tsebelis argues
that in case a powerful centrist party does not form a minority government, then on the basis
of influence it has on the political agenda it achieves other political results, which are close to
the anticipated position®. M. Taylor and M. Laver put it more generally: if in a party system
there is a parliamentary party with an “almost absolute” majority of seats in the parliament or
the leading chamber of the parliament and it enjoys support of another/other parliamentary
parties or leading chambers of parliament, then it must be treated as the most significant “inde-
pendent” explanation for minority government formation within parliamentary democracies®.
This explanation is determined by parliamentary support or “critical restraint” of other parties
in the process of gaining votes of confidence/investiture on the part of parliaments or leading
chambers of parliaments, as well as in the course of minority governmental cabinets functioning,.

First non-cooperative theories of minority government formation in the political science
arose in the late 80s — early 90s of the 20™ century. They are related to such scholars as D. Aus-
ten-Smith, J. Banks®, D. Baron, ]. Ferejohn* and M. Morelli. But despite this they apply bases
of classical theories and models of a rational choice, in which it is postulated (on the grounds of
W. Riker’s idea of the “size principle™), that: the division of ministerial posts must be modeled
as a clear component of agreement as to government formation; the advantage of a political
party for any policy, conducted by a governmental cabinet, grows with the increase of its part of
governmental or cabinet posts; government-formation process is rationalized in case of avoiding
sizing sequence and other a priori restrictions, which may overlap with an anticipated agreement,
which is the subject to the negotiations between the political parties. In such case scientists who
support-non-cooperative approach raise a question whether minority governmental cabinets can
achieve balance under conditions of the above-mentioned characteristics of a rational choice®, and
almost always give a positive answer to the question. The point s that according to non-coopera-
tive theories minority governmental cabinets are predominantly formed when political divergences
or political polarization between parties, which participate in negotiations, are relative as to the

significance and usefulness of their participation in a governmental cabinet. Besides, researchers
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state that minority governments appear when a party-originator possesses the position of power
with regard to its coalitional partners. However, it also means that the party-originator may gain
parliamentary support from beyond the governmental cabinet form formally oppositional parties
in return of implementation of their political programs. It largely proves the conclusions provided
by K. Strom®® and G. Tsebelis™ within the frames of cooperative models/theories of government
formation that minority governments may be stable and sustainable political decisions.

But the conclusions as to the peculiarities of minority governmental cabinet formation
and liabilities within parliamentary democracies within the frames of non-cooperative the-
ories are different. For instance, according to the model of consecutive negotiation games
proposed by A. Rubinstein®, which in the political science was approved by D. Baron and J.
Ferejohn® and applied in the form of a game “divide the dollar”, minority governments are not
formed in the case when we interpret “division of the dollar” as division of ministerial posts.
D. Baron, in the so-called “dynamic model” with occasional exogenous status-quo, states that
originators prefer minority governments; however the latter do not guarantee balance. On
the contrary, T. Kalandrakis® accepts comparability of a division of posts within single-party
governments with a game “divide the dollar” if the status quo is endogenic. As a result the sci-
entist remarks®’, that minority government in different parliamentary democracies are formed
with positive anticipation, if parliamentary parties or leading chambers of parliaments are quite
ideologically polarizable. And various majority governments, on the contrary, are formed in
case of no considerable divergences. Similar conclusions were drawn by K. Crombez* and S.-J.
Cho”, as well as B. Moselle, B. Jackson® and A. Bassi®'. Their studies show that in the frames
of “non-cooperative games” minority governments are formed with due account for two goals
— formation and getting posts in the governmental cabinet and actualization of political aims,
benefits, preferences. In particular A. Bassi® argues that minority government cabinets make

balance and are formed in case when party benefits concerning ministerial posts and political
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course are not equaled and parties due to the high ideological polarization of party systems are
not traditional partners in governmental cabinets.

Applying the model of non-cooperative decisions M. Laver and N. Schofield®®, M M. Laver
and K. Shepsle®, D. Austen-Smith and J. Banks® assume that political parties take care only
of implementation of their political goals (they are policy-secking), and thus ministerial posts
are not “governmental victories™. It means that in such case minority governments are formed
only when political courses (policy) offered by them are “invincible” and “foundational” for
governmental and non-governmental parliamentary parties. Similar position proves G. Tse-
belis, who, in the perspective of the “veto-players” theory in the process of governmental cab-
inet formation processes argues that political positions, benefits and preferences of political/
parliamentary parties play a crucial and significant role in government-formation process, as
the governmental cabinets themselves in parliamentary democracies control the procedure of
claboration and implementation of policy®. Correspondingly, the institutions which regulate
this process have impact on governmental cabinet formation. In particular, positional-prefer-
ential benefits, which may have a governmental cabinet (for instance centrist ideological and
political positioning of originator and its party, negligible ideological distance between parties),
become more important due to reduction of institutional conditions and benefits of the agen-
da concerning elaboration and implementation of policy within such governmental cabinet.
And this means that minority governmental cabinets are formed when it to the most extent
corresponds with the political course of parties (both governmental and non-governmental),
which can provide cabinet with parliamentary support.

Another non-cooperative model of minority government formation was offered by D. Dier-
meier, H. Eraslan, A. Merlo and C. Wilson. The scientists, taking into account division of minis-
terial posts, state that the party, which supports minority governmental cabinet during “critical”
parliamentary voting, but does not get any governmental posts, is not a part of a governmental
cabinet (minority), but is a part of a supporting coalition. The point is that government-for-

mation negotiations, which include parties without ministerial posts (“benefits”), carry liccle
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credibility”’. And, thus, impossibility to conduct reliable negotiations with non-government
parties, concerning actualization of governmental cabinet’s course, is a key characteristic in
the process of formation, functioning and “survival”/stability of minority governments. Espe-
cially, from the point of view that governmental cabinets divide among parliamentary parties
not only ministerial posts, but also places in various consultative bodies and civic councils. It
makes D. Diermeier and A. Metlo conclude that minority governments (as well as excessive
victorious coalitions) may be balanced phenomena®. Besides, minority governmental cabinets
should not be evaluated as rare and anomalous exceptions, because they may be formed under
any circumstances and all factors and characteristics of political systems. By this it becomes
obvious that structurally-non-cooperative model of minority governmental cabinet formation
refutes the previous conclusion made by K. Strom that minority governments are exceptions,
which require explanation®. The point is that the originator may choose among several “sus-
tainable” variants of governmental cabinets, which hypothetically should show the best results.
But if we take into account all other benefits/preferences it is clear that the originator and its
party will get benefits from the policy of compromise, as a result of which the originator will
engage as many parliamentary parties as possible. Of course, this corresponds to formation of
excessive-victorious coalition. However, if compromises between parties are “too expensive” for
the originator, it will conform to the scenario of minority government formation. That is why,
D. Diermeier and A. Merlo believe that minimally victorious coalitions are formed exclusively
due to dynamic anticipations’.

Concluding various generally theoretical peculiarities and models of minority government
formation and liabilities we argue that current models of minority government formation
(both single party and coalitional) are less predicted as to the fact how minority governments
are formed. Besides, present theories cannot fully anticipate which minority governments may
be formed. And this means that it is necessary to speak clearly of minority governments’ pecu-
liarities of formation and liability, taking into account rational, partological and constitution-
ally-insticutional patterns, as well as to appeal to different theories and models of formation

and liabilities of governments.
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