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The evolution, essence and institutional determination of
european parliamentary democracies

Thearticle is dedicated to analysing the evolution, essence and institutional determination of European
parliamentary democracies. The author argued that all democratic political regimes based on char-
acteristics of the executive power delegation and responsibility to the popularly elected institutions
should be divided into parliamentary and presidential democracies. The researcher noticed that
parliamentary democracy is the prevailing format of interinstitutional relations in Europe and
trace their history from the end of the XVII century, expanding statistically and quantitatively in
the XIX and XX centuries. The author also argued that European parliamentary democracies in
their construction of delegation and responsibility, which is determined with the agency theory,

revolve around the institution of political parties.
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EBoniowLlia, CYyTHICTb Ta iHCTUTYLLiliHA AeTepMmiHaLin
€BPONECbKNX Nap/laMmeHTCbKUX fieMOKpaTiil

V crarri IIPOAHAAI30BaHO €BOAIOLLIO, CYTHICTD Ta IHCTUTYLIIHY ACTCPMiHALIIIO €BPOICUCHKUX
MAPAAMCHTCHKUX ACMOKPATIH. ApryMCHTOBaHO, 110 BCi ACMOKPATHUYHI IIOAITHYHI PEKUMU
AOLIIABHO Ha ACTaBi 0COOAUBOCTEH ACACTYBAaHHS IIOBHOBA)KCHb i BIAIIOBIAAABHOCTI BUKOHABYOI
BAAAM IIEPEA BCCHAPOAHO 06p21HI/IMI/I YCTaHOBAMH IIOAIASTH Ha MAPAAMCHTCHKI ACMOKPATii
i mpesuaeHTCHKI AeMokpartii. I TomiueHo, 1m0 MapAaMeHTCBKI AEMOKpATIi € IMPEBAAIOIOYHM
(1)opMaT0M MDKIHCTHTYUIMHHUX BIAHOCHH Y KpaiHax €BPOHI/I i BEAYTb CBOIO iCTOPIIO 3 KiHIIS
XVII croairTs, po3mupiorouuch cTaructudHo i KiabkicHo y XIX ta XX cr. IIpocaiakosaHo,
110 €BPONCUCHKI MAPAAMCHTCHKI ACMOKPATii y KOHCTPYKIiI ACACTYBAHHS ITIOBHOBA)KCHb i
BIAITOBiAQABHOCTI, ACTCPMiHOBAHHX TCOPIi€I0 ar¢€HTCbKUX BIAHOCHH, O6CpTa}OTbCH HaBKOAO

IHCTUTYTY HOAITUYHOT MapPTil.

Kawuo6i crosa: demoxpamumunuis pexcum, napiamenmcoxa 0emoxpamis, napmis, napiameHm,
VP20, 61bopu, Hapod, azenm, npunyunas, €spona.
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Political and institutional experience of late 20 — early 21 century, as well as the political
scientists A. Lijphart!, A. Przeworski, M. Alvarez, ]. A. Cheibub and F. Limongi?* shows that the
phenomenon of democracy has been approbated across all continents, though it has been imple-
mented in different ways. It is no wonder, as since the 20™ century and till nowadays the issue of
democracy determination, its varieties and institutional determinants has not acquired the unified
form. It can be traced back due to the appeals to classical and novel scientific studies, dedicated to the
problem of democratic political regimes and their diversity, especially concerning the research carried
out by: M. Ostrogorski?, J. Bryce*, H. Finer®, J. Schumpeter®, R. Dahl’, K. Loewenstein®, D. Verney’,
W. Steffani', W. Niskanen'!, B. Powell'%, A. Lijphart”®, G. Sartori'*, P. Dunleavy"®, T. Moe and M. Cald-
well'e, D. Wittman'’, A. Stepan and C. Skach'®, D. Mueller””, B. Manin®, R. Elgie?', A. Przeworski,
M. Alvarez, ]. A. Cheibub and F. Limongi*, A. Kaiser” and others. Nevertheless, it has been gradual-
ly argued, even in these works (though to a variable degree), that depending on a form and governing
system (namely, presidential, semi-presidential, parliamentary) and peculiarities of delegated powers
and responsibility to the nationally elected institutions (for instance, responsible only to a head of
astate, or both to a president and parliament, or just to a parliament), that is, on the basis of various

institutional determinations, all democratic regimes must be divided into presidential and
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parliamentary. In parliamentary democracies the majority of citizens assume the parliamentary
way of government formation and responsibility to be a legitimized instrument and mechanism
of representation of the people, while in presidential democracies such mechanism/inscrument
is represented by the presidential way of government formation and responsibility.

Presidential and parliamentary democracies have different parameters of inter-institutional rela-
tions and various patterns/ features of legitimacy of state authority, and that is why they are characterized
by non-identical perception of the procedural essence and principles of democracy itself. And this, in
fact, variously influences the interpretation of the essence and determination of different political (au-
thoritative) institutions, their interrelations within political systems, and consequendly, it is in different
ways represented in scientific research, dedicated to the institutional determination, investigation of
evolution, basic nature and varieties of presidential and parliamentary democracies. Especially, it can
be noted in case of European democratic countries, which mainly (it would be mentioned below in
detail) are the examples of parliamentary democracies?. It has resulted into a number of scientific
studies, which specify the main entity and institutional determination of parliamentary democ-
racy itself and its varieties/models. Among the most famous research, devoted to the problem of
comprehension and interpretation of the notion of parliamentary democracy and its empirical es-
sence, one can single out the following political researchers and their findings: J. Mill”, L. Lowell*,
K. Schmitt”, H. Kelsen®, F. Ogg”, K. von Beyme™, A. King *', K. Kluxen®, E. Schiitt-Wet-
schky®, M. Laver and N. Schofield*, D. Judge®, A. Lijphart®, ]. Huber”, D. Baron*, P. Esaiasson
and S. Holmberg”, H. D. Klingemann, R. Hofferbert and I. Budge®, K. Strom™, J. Woldendorp,
H. Keman and I. Budge* and many others.
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In the works elaborated by these and other scientists it has been argued that the first parliamentary
democracies in the world are the United Kingdom and Sweden®. In particular, F. Norton identifies
1688 as the beginning of parliamentary domination, when during the conflict between the British
parliament and King James II the former won, and the latter had to leave the country. After that
in 1689 the parliament elected the new King — William of Orange, — but limited his powers and
authority to a great extent*. Nevertheless, as L. Lowell® states, the roots of parliamentarianism,
as well as parliamentary democracy can be traced back since 1693, when the King agreed to the
House of Commons’ political will and appointed the cabinet composed of Whigs, which had
the majority in the lower chamber of the British parliament. Since that time the parliamentary
democracy in the United Kingdom had started its gradual development and achieved its mod-
ern form in the 19* century, when the Reform Act of 1832 was adopted, the “Crown” had litcle
influence on government formation and appointment, while supervisory powers were given
to the House of Commons™. Since 1867-1884 after popularizing suffrage, the process of government
formation became directly associated with parliamentary elections and elections of political parties
to the parliament, as a result the idea of the governmental directed parliament in the United Kingdom
has been institutionalized”. In case of Sweden, the rudiments of parliamentary democracy were
approved in 1719-1772 during the so-called “The Age of Liberty™, when the King of Sweden lost
his “almighty” status in favor of the parliament — Riksdag, which at that time consisted of 4 chambers.
The core of the executive branch became not a King, but the King’s council. As a result, a monarch
could personally appoint ministers from the King’s Council (government), buc only on the basis
of three candidates, offered by the Riksdag®. In Sweden at the end of 30s of the 18® century, notes
L. Linnarsson®, appeared something like modern vote of no confidence in the government
(be more precise, some ministers from the government). Only in 1772 after the King’s death, his
successor organized an armed rebellion and destroyed any rudiments of parliamentarianism and
cast Sweden back to the absolute monarchy?'.

At the end of the 18™ — beginning of the 19® century the rudiments of parliamentary democracy
started appearing (though not systematically) across the British Empire and other countries of conti-

nental Europe. Thus, in 1792 in France the doctrine of government ministers’ responsibility to the
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parliament was introduced. Most European countries tested the similar procedure only in the
middle of the 19" — beginning of the 20™ century, when the number of parliamentary democracies
increased. For instance, the institution of parliamentary responsibility of the ministers appeared in 1830
in Belgium and Luxembourg, in 1848 in the Netherlands, in 1867 in Italy, in 1869 in Spain, in 1884
in Norway, in 1901 in Denmark, and after the First World War in Austria, Finland, Germany,
Iceland, and Ireland etc.?” In some parliamentary democracies at first appeared the institution of
partial electoral law, and in others appeared the institution of full electoral law?.

Next wave of parliamentary democracies increase in Europe took place after the Second World
War*, as a result of which parliamentary democracy introduced itself as a stable type of political regime,
despite the fact that within its frames there were several examples of return to authoritarian regimes®.
In particular, one can recall the examples of parliamentary collapse in Austria, Spain, Italy and Ger-
many and some other countries in the first half of the 21* century, and the examples of introduction
of parliamentary democracy in Greece and Spain®. Finally, the accomplishment of parliamentary
democracies establishment in Europe took place after the collapse of the USSR, especially due
to Central-Eastern European countries.

It allows us to make a unilateral and an implicit conclusion that as 0f 2015 among all European
countries (we do not separately analyze various microstates, namely Andorra, San-Marino, Mona-
co, the Vatican, Lichtenstein, the Sovereign Military Order of Malta) parliamentary democracies
(however with different constitutional government systems, and this fact requires additional study,
devoted to types/models of parliamentary democracies) are represented by: Austria, Belgium,
Bulgaria, Estonia, Denmark, Greece, Ireland, Iceland, Spain, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg,
Malta, the Netherlands, Germany, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia, Slo-
venia, the United Kingdom, Hungary, Finland, France, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Montenegro
and Sweden. It is notable, that in Europe parliamentary democracies are exclusively represented by the
EU members and some countries, which are inalienably associated with the EU and “the free-trade
area”. All these countries culturally, civilizational, geopolitically and geographically form Western
and Central-Eastern Europe. Moreover, Western Europe comprises those countries, which are the EU
members or have already been associated with the EU for more than fifteen years (since the Maastriche
Treaty, entered into force on November 1, 1993) and Malta, and Central-Eastern Europe consists of
the countries, which became the EU members over 2004—2007 and in 2013, as well as the countries,

associated with the EU, being consolidated or semi-consolidated democracies. They are united by the
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fact, that predominant influence on the processes of formation or pre-term termination of powers of
the higher bodies of state executive authority belongs to the parliament or the head of a state or
both of them. Taking this into consideration, one can point out the peculiar “chain” of dele-
gating powers and responsibility, which is directed through various “veto-actors” ac making all
bodies of executive branch/governments subordinate, primarily and obligatory, to the bodies
of legislative branch/parliaments (sometimes, however, to both parliaments and presidents).
Such conclusion is incorporated into the essence and institutional determination of Eu-
ropean (and other) parliamentary democracies. The point is that nowadays all parliamentary
democracies and their advantages and drawbacks are determined by political parties and their
institutional, social-authoritative and political functions, what can be proved by the theory
of agency relationship and principal-agent approach®. It becomes clear due to the fact that
parliamentary democracy as a type of representative democracy is determined by the “web” of
various relations of delegating powers and responsibility. In such relations a “principal” (who
initially possesses power) allows an “agent” (who acquires power) to act on their behalf. This,
in accordance with the “agency relationship” theory, can be explained by several factors. Firstly,
political society, any state in particular, is treated as “something limited™ it means that in every country
political decisions are always “extensive™®, that is take place not only at the national level, but also at
the subnational and supra-national levels. Secondly, advantages/ preferences of principals and agents
are exogenous, that is delegation itself does not focus on the process of advantages/preferences for-
mation. Thirdly, all principals and agents act rationally, considering the obtained information: it
leads to the fact that all actors have already formed advantages/preferences as to their expected
and potential results. Fourthly, principals face the problem of informational deficiency, but upon
the sole condition that information is of critical importance as to decision making and delegation
processes. Fifthly, politics is always hierarchical, and principals” advantages or preferences are
privileged. Therefore, agents’ roles are to offer principals the means, among which the lacter will be
able to choose, but not to make principals determine their political goals. This is under condition
that one and the same person or organization in one case can be an agentand on other occasions
can be a principal. However, turning to the representative democracy, in particular a parliamentary
one, it should be noted, that such a basic characteristic as people’s sovereignty necessarily means

regarding electorate (people) as the main/maximal principal®

. “Phenomenality” of the people’s
sovereignty principle lies in the fact that supreme power is laid upon average citizens, who even in

ademocratic society use it directly rather rarely. But, people can delegate the right to make decisions
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concerning important issues to specialists, including politicians and officials, who are responsible for
adoption and realization of the majority of social and state solutions®. That is why, citizens delegate
people’s sovereignty to various representatives, in particular politicians and political organizations,
first of all to political parties®.

In parliamentary democracies citizens/ electorate delegate people’s sovereignty to politicians on the
basis of free and fair parliamentary elections. Nevertheless, democratic parliamentary elections are only
the first step in the process of people’s sovereignty delegation. Then, in accordance with the classic
remark by J. Mill, there is an acute necessity to delegate powers from parliamentary politicians
to officials and politicians in cabinets, i.c. from parliaments to governments®. According to the
traditional representation, it regulates that parliaments in parliamentary democracies should not take
administrative decisions, directly appoint government ministers and/ or state officials, and unilaterally
carry out legislative activity. Thus, J. Mill supports the model in conformance with which, parlia-
ments have rather extended delegated powers and are limited by control over the executive branch
and act as “arenas” for public discussions. Due to the very principles, modern parliamentary (in-
cluding European ones) democracies, where nationally elected people’s representatives (formally
members of the legislative branch) delegate extended powers to the members of the executive
branch, are structuralized. But the described logic of people’s sovereignty delegation is not perfect
and complex, even despite the fact that members of parliaments and cabinets consider themselves
agents of their voters, they also have other roles, stipulated by the constitution. For instance, rather
often in the constitutions of the countries, which are parliamentary democracies, parliamentary
deputies are not representatives of their own voters, but the delegates of all citizens®. One can ob-
serve that members of parliaments and governments are concurrently interpreted as representatives of
principal constitutional rights and liberties. That is why, politicians and state officials, being simple
agents, are restricted by their official duties and responsibility.

In general, it allows us to conclude, that parliamentary democracy is, in its ideally-typical form,
a “chain” of delegating powers or duties and responsibility from electorate to final politicians and
state officials, in which one can identify at least 4 discrete steps or delegation parts (such position is
supported by K. Strom, W. Miiller and T. Bergman®): 1) from electorate to the elected representatives
(legislators, members of parliaments); 2) from legislators (members of the legislative branch)
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to the core of the executive branch, in particular to the head of the government (the Prime Min-
ister); 3) from the Prime Minister to heads of various ministries and departments, which belong
to the executive branch; 4) from heads of various ministries and departments, which belong to the
executive branch, to the corresponding state officials. The attributes of power and responsibility
delegation in parliamentary democracies differ from those in presidential democracies, for example,
in several characteristics. Firstly, within the latter, delegation of the majority of authoritative powers
and responsibility is indirect, as only voters (who are the main/maximal principals) directly elect
their representatives to parliaments, whereas all other agents are elected indirectly or appointed
at all and are only partially liable and responsible to citizens. Secondly, parliamentary democracy is
interpreted as the maximally simple “chain” of delegating powers/duties and responsibility. The pointis
thatat every link of the parliamentary delegation chain one principal delegates powers to another one.
Thirdly, in parliamentary democracies delegation agents are liable and responsible only to the prin-
cipals, who delegated them their powers. For instance, the cabinet is liable to the parliament or the
parliament and head of state (but compulsory to the parliament) and a cabinet minister is liable
to the head of the cabinet. Moreover, state officials also have one main principal, usually represented
by the corresponding ministry of a department. However, delegation of powers and responsibility
in parliamentary democracies is indirect, as a result of which one can observe delegation of powers
and/or responsibility from one principal to one agent; from several non-competitive principals to one
agent; from one principal to several non-competitive agents; from several non-competitive principals
to several non-competitive agents. Though, it is compulsory upon the specific condition that the
parliament will always be (despite other authoritative institutions) both a principal and an agent
of delegating powers and responsibilicy.

Nonetheless, even regardless of relative simplicity of the “chain” of delegating powers/duties and
responsibility in parliamentary democracies, the latter are determined by some difficulties, risks, prob-
lems and ambiguity of the very process of people’s sovereignty delegation. The point is that one can-
not speak of constant and absolute confidence in politicians or agents and principals. That is why,
danger of any delegation lies in the fact that it can be transformed into “renunciation”, when a per-
son/organization (or a principal in general), who delegates powers to other persons/organizations
(oragents in general) can lose their control over responsibility of the latter. It means that delegation
in politics is not an exception. In due time, it was mentioned by R. Michels, who, being conscious
of inevitability of delegating powers to party leaders within their parties, specified the risks of
such delegation, as regardless of the fact that democracy is inconceivable without organization,
the latter leads to domination of the elected ones over electorate, mandatories over creditors
and representatives over delegators. Consequently, the main risk of political delegation in any

parliamentary democracy is “oligarchization™. Another scientifically stipulated risk of political

& K. Saom, W. Miiller, T. Bergman, Delegation and Accountability in Parliamentary Democracies, Wyd. Oxford University Press 2003, 5. 65.
% R.Michels, C. Paul, S. Lipset, Political Parties: A Sociological Study of the Oligarchical Tendencies of Modern Democracy, Wyd. Free Press
1968, 5.61, 365.
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delegation is — a “descending” dependence of state officials upon cabinet ministers, which has already
been mentioned by M. Weber®”. The researcher states that ministers are often interpreted as the
so-called “diletrantes”, and state officials are usually seen as “experts™®. Moreover, politicians can
often pursue their personal goals and benefits, but not the people’s aims and interests, for whom they
are agents of powers delegation®.

Scholars are also concerned about the way of delegating powers in parliamentary democracies.
All their observations can be divided into those, which state the loss of peoples importance of being
the main principal, what can happen as a result of delegating powers to authoritative bodies, and
those which argue, that due to the process of delegation, voters disclaim themselves as the repre-
sentatives of the main role of people’s sovereignty representative/bearer. To the first group belogn
H.—-D. Klingemann, R. Hofferbert and I. Budge™, who claim that parliamentary democracies are
mainly characterized by success and only partially by drawbacks. Among the less optimistic researchers
one can nameJ. Schumpeter’”? and W. Riker’?, J. Sartori” and E. Schattschneider’™, who observe,
that democratic delegation works only in case of the process “from elections to elections”. Such
scholars as D. Mayhew” and M. Fiorina™ express even greater pessimism than their colleagues
do, noticing that due to elections there can appear some ways of manipulating the process of peo-
ple’s sovereignty delegation. Moreover, people’s representatives can shirk their direct functions and
obligations, be elected “mindlessly” (on the basis of commercials and popularity of the party they
belong to etc.). Finally the most pessimistic approaches, within the abovementioned context, are
expressed B. Manin, A. Przeworski and S. Stokes”, A. Downs”™ and W. Niskanen™, who state that
in parliamentary democracies the idea of delegation does not work at all, since politicians and state
officials are autonomous, and citizens do not have real influence on their agents and agents’ actions.
That is why, politicians and state officials can, at their own will, change the course of their action
and operate, only and primarily, to pursue their personal interests. Therefore, it happens very often

that politicians, who in general are electorate’s agents, whereas the latter is the main principal, act not

& M. Weber, Wirtschaft und Gesellschafi: Grundriss der verstehenden Soziologie, Binde 1-2, Mohr, s. 572-574.
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just for maximization of social interests and welfare, but for achieving private goals and prosperity™.
Consequently, in the theory of agency relationship or in accordance with the principal-agent approach
there is such a notion as “agency loss™. This is the difference between what a principal wants and what
is executed by an agent. “Agencyloss™ is not a problem of delegating powers and responsibility in par-
liamentary democracies, only when both a principal and an agent acquire the same advantages/pref-
erences or when a principal is absolutely aware of the agents actions. On the other hand, “agency loss™
becomes a problem of parliamentary democracies, when both a principal and an agent have different
advantages/ preferences or when a principal is not fully conscious about the agents actions or when
these actions are concealed. It can lead towards “unfavorable” choice (of agents, who do not possess
required skills and advantages/preferences)® and «moral risks» of parliamentary democracies, when
an agent can function against the principal’s interests™.

Therefore, it becomes obvious that together with the delegation of powers/duties in parlia-
mentary democracies (including European ones) gigantic attention is also focused on the mech-
anisms of agents’ liability and responsibility to principals. It means that if agents policy/activity
is unsatisfactory or is in contradiction to the principals requirements, then agents/politicians
must undergo a thorough check and in case of necessity can be dismissed from authority. For
instance, governments are considered to be responsible, if citizens can distinguish between their rep-
resentative and non-representative nature, and in such way can approve these governments. Thus, the
“mechanism of responsibility” is a so-called “dependence card” for an agent from a principal, which
is created on the basis of the process of evaluation and information about the results of specific poli-
ticians’ and state officials’ activity as to “citizens' sanctions™. Accountability or responsibility means
thata principal has at least two types of powers regarding each or all of his agents: the right to demand
information concerning agents and their activity, the right to impose sanctions against agents. As
arule a principal obtains one of the “mechanisms of responsibility’, either the right to demand
information about the agents and their activity or the right to impose sanctions against agents.
Besides, realization of the “mechanisms of responsibility” regarding agents can occur in different
ways, and at different stages of powers delegation from a principal to an agent™: some instruments of
liability/responsibility can be used only as the prognostic ones by principals to warn about the “agen-
cy loss”, but not as the factual ones (ex ante) — that is up to the moment of powers delegation

from principals to agents (among the most commonly used one — is a vote of investiture to the
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expected government), and some after the process of powers delegation to agents, in accordance
with the results of their factual activity (ex post) — (among the most commonly implemented ones
arc interpellation, procedure of ministers impeachment and vote of no confidence in the current
parliament or refusal of confidence in the current parliament). Moreover, parliaments in course
of their activity can also implement institutional constraints and checks, when bodies of the
executive branch (government in particular) must undergo legal control and external audit.
This practice is widely spread especially in the systems of constraints and counterbalance, but in any
case is not limited to them. At the same time one should remember that in parliamentary democracies
there is one more absolute instrument of liability and responsibility. This is parliamentary elections,
which is used as a perspective (to elect politicians and officials) and a retrospective (to impose sanctions
on the previously elected politicians and officials) instrument of all agents’ responsibility to their cru-
cial principal — the people. That is why, parliamentary elections in parliamentary democracies is the
main institution which has double nature — it starts “delegation” of people’s sovereignty and finishes
responsibility test for all hierarchical agents to their main principal — the people®. Moreover, the
researchers mention, that on the basis of a diverse combination of agents’ perspective and retrospective
“mechanisms of responsibility” to their principals along with taking into consideration other institu-
tional parameters of parliamentary democracies, the latter have not become the typical, unified and
universal category, bu still are diversified (what must be the subject to another specific scientific
rescarch, dedicated to types/models of parliamentary democracies).

Turning back to the abovementioned disposition, according to which all parliamentary
democracies and their advantages and drawbacks are determined by political parties and their
institutional, social-authoritative and political functions, we must observe, that the main in-
stitution of any parliamentary democracy is the government/cabinet. Theoretically, it is based
on the idea of powerful civil society and influential political parties, which combine principalsand
agents advantages/ preferences, in particular basic political institutions and establishments, and con-
sequently is formed by a party or several parties, which are focused on policy making processes,
are centralized and consolidated. Thus, any parliamentary democracy is mainly characterized
by the position of the appropriateness of the party-parliament government, in other words the
government, formed by parliamentary parties™. It shows that the government phenomenon in
parliamentary democracy is based on the party phenomenon, as a beneficial one for both all principals
and agents of power-clectoral institutions. The point s, that all political parties, which strive for
being represented in power within parliamentary democracies must obligingly fulfill two main

stimulation conditions. Firstly, they must ensure appropriate stimuli for state officials to make
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them adhere to discipline, required by political parties. Secondly, policy of solidarity, carried out
by political parties among state officials in parliamentary democracies, must be efficient enough
to let voters interpret political parties as informative and useful ones. Therefore, to make any par-
ty government effective, parties must in all ways promote legislators to realize the main political
aims of their parties — reelection of parties, implementation of political power and achievement
of political goals. At the same time, parties must be effective enough in terms of information and
economy, to make their voters and adherents support them. The pointis that electorate will ensure
support to their parties only when they can put their political programs and governmental goals (in
case, when they form governments) into practice. And this means that government activity within
parliamentary democracies at the party level must inevitably resound with voters’ inclinations®”.
Consequently, in terms of parliamentary democracies political parties influence all links of the
chain of delegating powers and responsibility. In particular, they conventionally acquire control
over the course of powers and responsibility delegation from electorate to deputies, from deputies
to the Prime Minister and so on. However, alongside with this political parties weaken the process
of delegating powers and responsibility. As W. Miiller acknowledges, parties, to a small extent, are
able to maintain and control the final element of the chain of delegating powers, namely state of-
ficials and their behavior. The point is that the role of political parties is weakened in conjunction
with the greater extension of the chain of delegating powers, i.c. in accordance with the increase of
“informational asymmetry” and relevance of normative restrictions between principals and agents™.

To make a conclusion, we prove that the phenomenon of parliamentary democracy is nota “blank”
concept, as it is justified theoretically and evolutionary and is based on the considerable practical-empir-
ical grounds, in particular in European countries. It is obvious, due to the fact, that nearly all European
democracies are parliamentary. Their crucial institutions are represented by parties, party parliaments,
and party governments respectively, which against each other are in direct relations as to delegating
powers and responsibility. Besides, the crucial /basic principal of all parliamentary democracies is elec-
torate/ people, which initiates the chain of delegating powers to parliament, and later to governmentand
state officials. However, responsibility in parliamentary democracies is incorporated into the relations
of reverse order. All relations of delegating powers/duties and responsibility in parliamentary democ-
racies take place around the institution of a political party. As the European institutional experience of

the 19™ — 21* century proves this relation has been constantly intensifying,
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