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Abstract
Even though Prime Ministers (PMs) are the central actors in parliamentary democracies, little compar-
ative research explores what makes them perform successfully in office. This article investigates how
the political careers of PMs affect their performance. For this purpose, we make use of a unique expert
survey covering 131 cabinets in eleven Central and Eastern European countries between 1990 and
2018. Performance is defined as a two-dimensional set of tasks PMs ought to fulfill: first, managing
the cabinet and directing domestic affairs as tasks delegated to their office, second, ensuring support of
parliament and their own party, who constitute the direct principals. The findings indicate that a sim-
ple political insider career is not sufficient to enhance prime-ministerial performance. Rather, PMs
who served as party leaders have the best preconditions to succeed in office.

Introduction

Prime Ministers (PMs) are the central actors in parliamentary democracies. Their performance

in office is decisive for the political success of their cabinet and their countries’ development.

As heads of party governments, they have different tasks to fulfill, such as managing a cabinet

of ministers, providing direction for domestic policy-making, reacting to crises and serving as

the voice of the executive at the national and international level (Strangio, ‘t Hart, & Walter,

2013). Furthermore, PMs execute these tasks under the watchful eye of the citizenship, which

holds the government  parties accountable at  the next  elections  (Lewis-Beck & Stegmaier,

2013; Shabad & Slomczynski, 2011).

What prepares PMs to master all these tasks successfully? The study of political elites

points to career trajectories as a significant determinant of performance in executive office.

Scholarly work engaging with ministerial careers finds that ministers in West European cabi-

nets which held other executive or political positions before tend to survive longer in office,

arguing that they are better prepared to meet their responsibilities (Bright, Döring, & Little,

2015;  Fischer,  Dowding,  & Dumont,  2012).  Furthermore,  past  professional  experience  of

ministers  enhances  their  influence  on the  government’s  policy  agenda (Alexiadou,  2015).

While the impact of career features is explored pretty well for cabinet ministers, surprisingly
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little is known about the heads of government in this respect. Even though it appears rational

to expect a similar impact of political careers on performance in office, the research engaging

with  the  power and leadership  of  individual  PMs in different  countries  (Bennister,  2012;

Helms, 2005; Weller, 1985) did not yet address this question from a comparative perspective

(Müller-Rommel, Kröber, & Vercesi, 2020). Systematic answers to this question would not

only contribute to a better understanding of how PMs fulfil their manifold tasks but also of the

relevance that different recruitment paths to the chief executive position have for the function-

ing of parliamentary democracy. 

Against this background, our paper investigates how political careers affect prime-minis-

terial performance in the new democracies of Central and Eastern Europe (CEE). This sample

of cases is not only interesting in itself but also provides a particularly suitable context to ex-

amine the general relationships between career trajectories of heads of government and their

performance in office. In contrast to established contemporary democracies, CEE has seen the

formation of a new political elite after communist rule. Therefore, PMs in the region have

been generally characterized by a “shortage of experience in democratic politics”, which is re-

garded as one reason why they “appear to have been relatively weak figures” (Baylis, 2007, p.

91, p. 81). At the same time, many political leaders in CEE have become career politicians af-

ter 1990, and several countries have seen extraordinarily strong PMs, like Václav Klaus in the

Czech Republic, Vladimír Me iar in Slovakia or Viktor Orbán in Hungary. Moreover, partyč

governments in post-communist Europe have operated in extremely dynamic political and so-

cioeconomic  environments  (Blondel,  Müller-Rommel,  &  Malová,  2007;  Grotz  & Weber,

2012). Hence, CEE seems to be a “natural laboratory” for exploring how a variety of political

careers influence prime-ministerial performance under heterogeneous contextual conditions.

By answering this question, our study contributes to redressing three major  gaps  in the

extant literature. First, we develop a novel concept of prime-ministerial performance which is

embedded in a principal-agent model of political delegation and accountability (Strøm, 2000;

Strøm & Bergman, 2011). Accordingly, performance is defined as a two-dimensional set of

prime-ministerial  tasks:  managing the cabinet  and directing  domestic  affairs  are  the main

tasks delegated to their office, while they have to ensure the support of parliament and their

party as their direct principals. This theoretically grounded concept enhances our understand-

ing of the core tasks any PM ought to fulfil for a proper functioning of parliamentary democ-

racy, which previous research did list but not systematize in a manner applicable for cross-na-

tional analyses (‘t Hart & Schelfhout, 2016; Strangio et al., 2013). 
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Second, we present a new argument about the impact of career trajectories on prime-min-

isterial  performance.  Starting from the general assumption that previous political  positions

provide executive elites with relevant knowledge and skills, we not only take up the standard

differentiation between “insiders” and “outsiders” (De Winter, 1991) but also contend that

PMs acquire distinct experiences for their job in three insider offices: as member of the na-

tional parliament, as cabinet member and, most importantly, as party leader.  The results of

this paper clearly confirm our theoretical expectation that  a certain kind of insider performs

especially well: PMs who were party leader before are most successful in securing the support

of their own party, in settling cabinet conflicts and shaping government policies. Previous ex-

periences as parliamentarian or cabinet minister do not unfold similarly consistent positive ef-

fects on prime-ministerial performance. 

Third, our empirical analysis utilizes a unique data set covering 86 PMs in 131 cabinets

that served in eleven CEE countries between 1990 and 2018. Our measure of prime-ministe-

rial performance is based on an original expert survey that captures each of the delegation and

accountability tasks by  one or two questions respectively. Unlike earlier  cross-national sur-

veys of prime-ministerial performance that concentrated on one item only (O’Malley, 2007),

our data allows for a nuanced analysis of how prior political offices influence the fulfilment of

individual tasks and their aggregation, i.e. overall performance.

The article is organized as follows. After explaining the concept of prime-ministerial per-

formance in more detail, we elaborate on our theoretical argument about the impact of politi-

cal careers. This is followed by the empirical analysis that tests the resulting hypotheses. The

conclusion summarizes the main findings and reflects on their theoretical and empirical impli-

cations.

Prime-ministerial performance in parliamentary democracies

The literature on PMs offers a wide range of terminological choices to delineate the role and

function of chief executives in parliamentary democracies, such as “prime-ministerial power”

(O’Malley, 2007) or “prime-ministerial strength” (Baylis, 2007; Berz, 2019). For the follow-

ing analysis, we take the notion of “prime-ministerial performance” (‘t Hart & Schelfhout,

2016; Azzi & Hillmer, 2013; Byrne, Randall, & Theakston, 2017) because it brings attention

to the different tasks that individual PMs have to fulfil as chief executives. 

Our understanding of prime-ministerial  tasks derives from a theoretical  model,  which

conceives parliamentary democracy as a two-directional chain of principal-agent relationships
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(Strøm, 2000; Strøm & Bergman, 2011). In this perspective, the ultimate principal in all forms

of representative democracy are the voters. However, unlike presidential democracies where

the voters concurrently authorize the legislature (parliament) and the chief executive (presi-

dent) in direct elections, parliamentary democracies exhibit a single chain of delegation as

parliament delegates the executive tasks to the head of government (prime minister), who sub-

sequently delegates certain tasks to the cabinet and the state administration. Therefore, the

outstanding role of the PM in parliamentary democracy is a consequence of her unique posi-

tion in the delegation chain, as she “connects the elected representatives of the people and the

administrators of the state” (Strøm, 2000, p. 270).

In one direction of the principal-agent chain, the principal decides to transfer a task to an

agent because her superior capacity and competences to resolve social choice and collective

action problems make delegation an attractive solution. As chief executive in a parliamentary

democracy, the PM is the agent to whom representatives delegate the responsibility to run the

state affairs  (Strøm, 2000, p. 270). The ‘delegation’ dimension of our prime-ministerial per-

formance concept includes four kinds of delegated tasks (sub-dimensions). First, the PM has

to ensure the proper working of the cabinet  by settling intra-cabinet conflicts  that emerge

when ambitious ministers work against her and by mediating intra-cabinet controversies in

which she is not a side (Dowding, 2013, p. 65; Heffernan & Webb, 2005, p. 26). Second, the

PM plays a key role in shaping government policies “by making and overseeing the imple-

mentation of policy on important issues” (Weller, 2014, p. 495), which gives her ample op-

portunity to align the substance of policy proposals with her preferences (O’Malley, 2007, p.

9). Furthermore, the PM shall manage exogenous crises that emerge outside the parliamentary

system but seriously affect politics and policies, such as natural disasters or economic shocks

(Laver & Shepsle, 1996, p. 29). Finally, the PM should also secure the national interests at the

international level (‘t Hart & Schelfhout, 2016; Kaarbo, 2018).

The chain of accountability runs in the opposite direction through which the principal re-

tains the right to monitor, and if necessary, enforce the agent to comply with her goals. In par-

liamentary democracies, the PM is held accountable to voters as ultimate principals through

two intermediaries. The first is the parliamentary majority, to which she is politically respons-

ible because a no-confidence vote may bring down her cabinet at any time (Müller & Strøm,

1999, pp. 17–18). Second, the PM is usually nominated by one government party and thus re-

lies on its backing even after office accession. As the PM is the most visible and the most im-

portant political actor and her party is exposed to a particularly strong voter control, it expects

her to accurately implement its electoral manifesto (Samuels & Shugart, 2010, p. 36). In con-
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sequence, the two tasks (sub-dimensions) of the PM within the ‘accountability’ dimension are

to actively secure the support of the parliamentary majority for the overall government poli-

cies and maintain backing of her party for the fulfilment of her delegated tasks  (Scarrow,

1994).

Explaining prime-ministerial performance through political careers

To explain why individual PMs perform differently in fulfilling the various tasks as chief

executive, we focus on their political careers. The comparative study of political elites has

been particularly interested in career trajectories of top politicians because each political of-

fice may enable the holder to acquire specific knowledge and skills that also help her to per-

form well in future career positions (Blondel, 1991). While the general assumption that politi-

cal experience gained in previous offices enhances the performance in ensuing offices has

been confirmed for cabinet ministers (Alexiadou, 2015; Bright et al.,  2015; Fischer et al.,

2012), it has not been explored systematically for PMs. Despite some variation in the tasks as-

sociated to the PM office compared to ministers, experiences gathered in preceding positions

should also provide an essential asset for PMs. Notably, PMs tend to hold at least three politi-

cal  offices during their  preceding career  in which they acquire  such experiences:  being a

member of the national parliament, a cabinet member, and the head of a political party. Based

on the logic that political careers are related to prime-ministerial performance through specific

office experiences, we propose three hypotheses.

Our first hypothesis takes up the differentiation between political insiders and outsiders

that features prominently in the literature on parliamentary and executive elites (De Winter,

1991; Martocchia Diodati & Verzichelli, 2017; Pinto, Cotta, & de Almeida, 2018; Samuels &

Shugart,  2010). Insiders usually  have long tenures in one or more political  positions  and,

therefore, a considerable degree of relevant experience. Outsiders, in turn, have never served

in any political office but became politically prominent outside the political stage. Although

they may have a professional background from economics, law or business that might be ben-

eficial in any leading position, they do not have genuine political experience that helps them

to perform in a top political office. Applying this general rationale to the premiership we ar-

gue that PMs who held positions either in parliament, in cabinet or as party leader prior to en-

tering the chief executive office (insiders) should perform better than their counterparts who

had never held either of these offices before (outsiders). 
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Hypothesis 1: PMs who are political insiders perform better than PMs who are political out-

siders.

The second hypothesis focuses on relevant differences within the group of political insid-

ers. More concretely, we argue that PMs who held office as party leaders will perform more

successfully than their colleagues who served as member of parliament or minister because

being party leader enables PMs to acquire the most extensive and useful political experiences

to fulfil their various tasks as chief executive. 

Membership in parliament provides detailed knowledge of the formal and informal pro-

cedures of the legislative process. This may especially help PMs to organize the continued

support of the parliamentary majority for their cabinet and their government policies. By con-

trast, a previous position as cabinet minister may help a PM to acquire skills for cabinet man-

agement. In particular, ministers gain firsthand expertise on the formal and informal processes

of collective decision-making in cabinet and can also observe how PM dealt with intra-cabinet

conflicts (Curtin, 2015; Fettelschoss & Nikolenyi, 2009; Thiébault, 1991). Through a previous

position as party head, PMs can gain important political experience that is provided by neither

of the other offices. Party heads develop leadership skills by managing their party, dealing

with intra-party conflicts and organizing joint decisions concerning strategic issues. These cu-

mulated experiences enable them to run their cabinet more successfully, shape government

policy and increase their  approval among their  political  principals,  i.e.  their  parliamentary

group and their own party. In this way, the office of party head also bears some resemblance

to the office of PM. Just like the head of government, a party head needs to know how to set

the policy agenda and coordinate the decision-making in various political arenas where she

has to enlist the support of various powerful individuals and groups. For these reasons, we ex-

pect that leading a party provides the most essential training for future PMs. 

Hypothesis 2: PMs who previously held office as party leader perform better than PMs who

held any other type of political position.

Finally, we hypothesize that the accumulation of multiple previous offices creates an ad-

ditional advantage for successful prime-ministerial performance. As outlined above, the three

career positions provide distinct political experiences. Members of parliament had the oppor-

tunity to gather detailed knowledge of the legislative process while ministers have acquired

specific know-how in cabinet decision-making and running a department. By contrast, prior
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position as party head equips PMs with unique leadership skills to shape policies and organize

support for them among the most influential party elites and groups. We therefore expect that

the combination of all these experiences in previous offices creates synergies that will enable

PMs to fulfil their various tasks as chief executive even better.

Hypothesis 3: PMs who held multiple political positions perform better than PMs who only

held one political position prior to becoming PM.

Case selection, operationalization and data

To test these hypotheses, we study prime-ministerial performance in eleven Central and East-

ern European democracies  that  by now belong to the European Union (Bulgaria,  Croatia,

Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, and Slove-

nia). We conducted an expert survey to observe performance of PMs in 131 cabinets that

served between 1990 and 2018 and survived for more than six months (a complete list of all

cabinets included can be found in Appendix 1).1 The minimum threshold is necessary to en-

sure that a PM had sufficient time to perform in office, but also to ensure that experts are able

to gather sufficient information to judge the prime-ministerial performance.2 While some re-

searchers use a lower boundary of six months in office (Johansson & Levine, 2013; Sheppard,

1998), others request at least 200 days of visible performance (O’Malley, 2007). We follow

the more conservative  approach to ensure that  experts  do not make uncertain  judgements

based on short performances.3

Dependent variable: Prime-ministerial performance 

Our measure of prime-ministerial performance is based on an original expert survey. While

earlier  studies  had similar  research  interests  and methodological  approaches,  their  survey

items measuring prime-ministerial performance were either superficial because they only ask

whether a PM “gets her/his preferred policies enacted” (see for instance O’Malley, 2007) or

have not specified the theoretical origin of their “performance” concept and the mutual inter-

1 The starting years vary between the countries depending on the timing of democratization and state
independence (see Table A1).
2 In earlier studies, experts were often reluctant or unwilling to judge performance of PMs that only
served short periods in office, which stresses the need for sufficient information (Azzi & Hillmer,
2013; Johansson & Levine, 2013). 
3 The bivariate analyses reported in Table B1 in the online appendix also indicate that the PMs with
office duration shorter than six months do not have substantively different career trajectories com-
pared to PMs serving longer than six months. 
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relationship of their assessment criteria (see for instance ‘t Hart & Schelfhout, 2016). Aiming

at a differentiated analysis of prime-ministerial performance in CEE, we refer to assessment

criteria from the extant literature, but systematically subsume them under a concept of prime-

ministerial performance that refers to the tasks a PM is theoretically expected to fulfil for

making  parliamentary  democracy work (see  the  section  on  prime-ministerial  performance

above). 

We developed new survey items on these grounds, which are presented in Table 1. Our

questionnaire included one to two questions for each of the six sub-dimensions, capturing dif-

ferent facets of prime-ministerial performance in these specific tasks. The order of the ques-

tionnaire follows the order presented in the table. The response options for experts included

(0) Not at all successful; (1) Not very successful; (2) Moderately successful; (3) Fairly suc-

cessful; and (4) Very successful. We further provided “Don’t know” and “Not applicable” op-

tions, to increase the validity of the responses. The questionnaire was translated into the domi-

nant language of the eleven countries and pre-tested in several rounds.

For each country under study, we asked about twenty country experts to answer these

questions for all cabinets in an online survey. The survey was fielded between November

2018 and April 2019. We reached a total of 215 experts with a maximum of 22 in Slovakia

and Romania and a minimum of 12 in Lithuania.4 Most respondents worked in academia or as

journalists and came from various academic disciplines (Political Science, History, Econom-

ics, and Sociology).

Table 1: Conceptualization and survey items of prime-ministerial performance

Sub-dimensions Indicators Survey Items

Delegated tasks: Running state affairs
Settling cabinet conflicts Prevailing in 

PM-minister conflicts
(1) Looking back at the strongest conflicts between
[prime minister]  and  ministers  of  [her/his]  cabinet,
how successful was [she/he] in resolving these con-
flicts in [her/his] favor?

Mediating inter-
ministerial conflicts

(2)  Now  think  of  the  strongest  conflicts  between
ministers where [prime minister] did not take sides.
How successful  was  [prime  minister]  in  mediating
these conflicts between two or more ministers?

Directing domestic affairs 
1 (Shaping government 
policies)

Enacting preferred 
policies for societal 
concerns

(3) Thinking of the predominant policy concerns dur-
ing [her/his] term, to what extent was [prime minis-
ter]  successful  in  enacting  [her/his]  preferred  poli-
cies?

Averting non-
preferred policies

(4) When reacting to policy proposals of the minis-
ters, how successful was [prime minister] in blocking
proposals [she/he] opposed?

Directing domestic affairs Strategizing crises (5)  In  responding to  major  exogenous  shocks (e.g.

4 Overall, the experts have provided 2,572 individual ratings on eleven items. 
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2 (Managing exogenous 
crises)

response natural disasters, economic breakdowns, terrorist at-
tacks), how successful was [prime minister] in devel-
oping a strategy to cope with them?

Responding to crises 
in appropriate time

(6)  In  responding  to  these  exogenous  shocks,  how
successful was [prime minister] in reaching decisions
in appropriate time?

Securing national interests 
abroad

Securing national 
interests towards other
countries

(7) How successful was [prime minister] in securing
the national interests of [country] at that time in bilat-
eral relations with other countries?

Securing national 
interests towards 
European Union

(8) How successful was [prime minister] in securing
the national interests with the institutions of the Eu-
ropean Union?

Accountability tasks: Maintaining support of principals
Maintaining support of 
parliamentary majority

Maintaining support 
for government policy

(9) Turning to prime ministers’ relationship with par-
liament: How successful was [prime minister] in se-
curing support of parliament for government policies
throughout the term?

Maintaining support of 
own party

Maintaining support 
of party elites

(10) How successful was [prime minister] in securing
support of the leadership of [her/his] party?

Maintaining support 
of party base

(11) And how successful was [prime minister] in se-
curing support of the base of [her/his] party?

To reach a single measure of prime-ministerial performance, we created an aggregated

index from the eleven items. In a first step, we averaged the two scores within a sub-dimen-

sion, then averaged the scores of sub-dimensions to obtain a score for the two respective di-

mensions (delegated and accountability tasks). The overall performance score is the average

of the two dimensions. All sub-dimensions and dimensions had a uniform non-normalized 0-4

scale and were given equal weight in the aggregation process. This stepwise aggregation pro-

cedure follows the theoretical logic behind our prime-ministerial performance concept, but is

also appropriate for the underlying structure of the data. The internal consistency of the result-

ing dimensions is extremely high (Tables D1-D3), as their lower-level indicators/sub-dimen-

sions are strongly correlated (Figure D1), confirming our distinction between different dimen-

sions of prime-ministerial performance. 

If  an expert  replied with “don’t  know” or “not  applicable”,  we calculated  the results

based on the remaining items. For the two indicators related to crisis management, we ex-

cluded the sub-dimension for entire cabinets if less than 90 percent of all experts agreed that

an item is applicable, assuming that this question really did not apply to the country context at

that time. In this case, the score for the delegation dimension was calculated by averaging the

scores of three remaining sub-dimensions. 

Reliability checks indicate a moderate level of inter-expert agreement on the ratings. The

validity  was tested based on information from open-ended explanations  that experts  could

voluntarily make use of and for which the responses indicate that most experts did indeed rate

what  we  asked  them  for.  Furthermore,  the  prime-ministerial  performance  scores  are  not
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highly correlated with the cabinet duration (R = 0.276), which implies that experts did not

overly rely on longevity of PMs when evaluating their performance (Figure C1). Tables C1-

C3 provide a brief overview on the key results of the validity and reliability test.5 This index

can thus take values from 0 if a PM is rated as “not at all successful” on all eleven indicators

to 4 if a PM receives the highest possible value “very successful” for all items. 

Looking at the empirical distribution of the overall performance of PMs in CEE, we ob-

serve that extremely low values are scarce compared to extremely high values, so that the dis-

tribution of all experts’ ratings of prime-ministerial performance is slightly skewed to the left

(mean = 2.48, sk = -0.38). Five PMs received a null-rating by at least one expert (Berov [BG],

Oresharski [BG]), Gyurcsany II & III [HU]), Slezevicius [LT]), while nine reached the high-

est possible average value of 4 (Fico II [SK], Kosor I [HR], Racan I [HR], Kostov [BG],

Miller I [PL], Tusk I [PL], Nastase I & II [RO], Vacaroiu I [RO]). Figure 1 displays the aver-

age of all expert ratings for the highest and lowest performing PM per country with 95%-con-

fidence intervals. The countries are ordered by the average performance value of all prime-

ministerial  cabinets.  Figure 1 reveals  considerable within-country variation.  Estonian PMs

were rated comparably high, given that it is the country with the highest average performance

value for all prime-ministerial cabinets and a comparably good performance of the PM with

the lowest average performance value. The gap between the highest and lowest average value

is particularly pronounced in Hungary, indicating large variation in prime-ministerial perfor-

mance in this country6.

Independent variable: Political experience 

PMs’ political  experience serves as explanatory variable.  We assume that relevant  experi-

ences for PMs can be developed during office-holding as (1) member of parliament (MP), (2)

minister in the national executive, or (3) head of party. We specify two types of dummy vari-

ables. The first one is a dummy variable for political outsiders, which are those PMs who

never served in any of the aforementioned offices. The second one captures specific offices

and takes the value “1” if a PM held position (as MP, minister or party head respectively) and

“0” if not. Beyond, we conducted a robustness test including continuous measures for dura-

tion in office (in years). All data were gathered by the project team based on online sources

and the ECPR Yearbook.

5 An extended appendix with detailed results of the tests, and the documentation of the survey includ-
ing detailed information on the translation and pre-testing process are available at the GESIS – Leibniz
Institute for the Social Sciences: https://dx.doi.org/10.7802/1998 (Grotz et al., 2021a).
6 Figure D2 provides a more detailed distribution of  prime-ministerial  performance indicators by
country. 
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Figure  1:  Highest  and  lowest  average  performance  values  of  PMs  with  95% confidence
intervals.

Of all 131 cabinets, only eleven were led by outsiders. As the extant literature considers

chief executives in post-communist democracies to be “relative political neophytes in compar-

ison to Western prime ministers” (Baylis 2007, p. 91), it is remarkable that the vast majority

of PMs in our sample brought some type of political experience to office. Most had served in

parliament before (70.2%) or as head of party (64.9%), while only about half of all cabinets

were led by PMs who held ministerial office before (50.4%). Experience in parliamentary of-

fice and party leadership also tends to appear together, meaning that PMs fulfilled both crite-

ria (52.7% of all prime-ministerial cabinets). Another relevant observation is that many PMs

were ministers without ever serving in parliament (Tables D6 and D7), implying that parlia-

mentary democracies in CEE permit the inclusion of technocrat ministers in party govern-

ments (Semenova, 2018). 

Control variables 

We include a broad set of control variables to ensure that the relationship between political

experience and performance is not driven by omitted variable bias. To begin with, we take
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into account particularities of the PM, by including a binary measure for sex (PM sex).7 We

use ‘female’ as a reference category. Female PMs struggle with a double disadvantage that in-

fluences the relationship we aim to study: They are less likely to have gathered extensive po-

litical experience, because women at the top – in CEE like in Western European countries –

are still scarce (Franceschet, Krook, & Tan, 2019; Müller-Rommel & Vercesi, 2017). At the

same time, they might be forced to resign more frequently between elections (as indicated by

research on ministers by Bright et al., 2015), leaving them with little time and room to per-

form successfully. 

Beyond this individual-level characteristic, our models take into account various factors

that determine the level of uncertainty and complexity of PMs’ environments including vari-

ables related to the party constellation, institutional constraints and the socio-economic con-

text. On the one hand, “difficult” circumstances make it less likely that PMs perform success-

fully, because they provide ample opportunity to fail. On the other hand, uncertain and com-

plex set-ups might motivate selectors to choose more experienced PMs who are better pre-

pared to handle the challenges ahead. 

First, favorable party constellations might reduce complexity, while fragmented and po-

larized party systems and party governments severely restrict PMs’ political power and room

for maneuver  (Bergman, Müller, Strøm, & Blomgren, 2003, p. 191). A dummy variable for

coalition governments (0 for single-party, 1 for coalition) captures the  government format.

We expect more difficult conditions under coalition governments compared to single-party

governments, since they entail higher transactions costs of governing and higher complexity,

as PMs are required to continuously negotiate with other coalition partners, rather than being

dependent only on the support of their own parties (Grotz & Weber, 2012, p. 707). Another

binary variable measures  minority status taking the value 0 for majority governments and 1

for minority governments. Minority governments create high levels of uncertainty for those in

power since the parliamentary opposition may coordinate on a certain number of issues, and

form majorities to pass bills independently, or even depose individual ministers or the govern-

ment as a whole (Schleiter & Morgan-Jones, 2009, p. 503; Somer-Topcu & Williams, 2008,

p. 317). The ideological diversity of the cabinet, measured as the ideological range of the cab-

inet, is another control variable. Ideologically diversified cabinets create a more complex bar-

gaining environment, given that the parties are less likely to reach compromises on major is-

sues and reforms (Druckman & Thies, 2002, p. 761; Warwick, 1994, p. 61), and individual

7 While other individual-level variables such as age, education or original occupation might theoreti -
cally explain differences in prime-ministerial performance, PMs in CEE tend to be rather homoge-
nous, so that it is not possible to study variation in this regard.



13

ministers are more likely to enter into conflict with the PM and attempt to place their alterna-

tive proposals on the cabinet agenda. We make use of ParlGov data (Döring & Manow, 2019)

for all three variables. 

Second, the institutional setting,  such as weak prime-ministerial  powers and powerful

state presidents, impacts both performance and prime-ministerial career trajectories. We ex-

pect that institutional empowerment of multiple actors creates a more complex and uncertain

environment (Baylis, 2007; Elgie, 2012). A first control variable in this regard are prime-min-

isterial powers towards cabinet or what Bairett (2015) labels as non-legislative powers. This

variable is an additive index of various ordinal measures of prime-ministerial power resources

towards the executive ranging between 0 and 12. Furthermore, we include an index measuring

prime-ministerial powers towards the legislature. This variable contains again an additive in-

dex summarizing this time various competencies towards the assembly on a scale from 0 to 28

(e.g. capacity not to be censored by the assembly, to dissolve parliament, to set the legislative

agenda, to control the budget, to regulate independently, to propose referenda). A last institu-

tional factor determining the context under which a PM operates are presidential powers. We

capture this in a final additive index that includes inter alia presidential veto powers for leg-

islative initiatives (partial and full), the president’s right to enact degrees, to judicial review,

to dissolve the parliament, as well as the origin of the presidential mandate and removal op-

tions for presidents (on a scale from 0 to 40). All data capturing the institutional factors were

taken from Bairett (2015) and in few instances, updated to the latest scores which the author

shared with us (Andrews & Bairett, 2019). Since the bivariate relationship between institu-

tional powers and prime-ministerial performance is not linear (Figure B2), our models include

quadratic terms of these variables to satisfy the linearity assumption. 

Lastly, external constraints such as critical socioeconomic conditions having emerged in

the course of post-communist  transformation might create additional uncertainty and com-

plexity. We therefore control for the change in GDP in the year in which a PM takes up office

(based on the World Inequality Database).8 Beyond, the models take into account the unem-

ployment rate during the year of cabinet formation (from the International Labor Organization

database).9

8 We used inflation as an alternative operationalization for critical socioeconomic conditions. The re-
sults are presented in the online appendix (Table B8) and do not change any of the findings as pre-
sented in the text.
9 For both variables, a year is included if a cabinet governed for at least five months of the year.
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Testing the relationship between career patterns and prime-ministerial 

performance 

Figure 2 displays the distribution of experts’ prime-ministerial performance ratings of insiders

and outsiders and by PMs’ prior experience in different political offices.10 It shows that insid-

ers, i.e. those who did hold a position as parliamentarian, minister or party head before reach-

ing the chief executive office, do a better job than outsiders for whom the prime-ministership

is the first high-profile political post. The median performance scores of these two groups of

PMs differ by about 0.4 points. This lends preliminary support to Hypothesis 1 that previous

political office-holding increases the likelihood that PMs fulfill their tasks successfully. 

Figure 2: Distribution of prime-ministerial performance (0, low – 4, high) by insider/outsider
status and prior political offices. Boxes within the kernel density plots show the interquartile
range and median values are marked by dots.

Focusing on the impact of different types of previous offices, party leadership is the only

one clearly linked to prime-ministerial performance in this bivariate analysis. As Figure 2 re-

veals, prior party heads perform better (median of 2.6 points) than PMs who have never been

leaders of their party (median of 2.3 points). In contrast to this significant difference, PMs

with and without previous experience as minister accomplish their governing tasks equally

10 Figures 2-5 were generated using the graphic scheme plotplain (Bischof, 2017).
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well (median of 2.4 each). Neither do former parliamentarians outperform those who never

held a seat in the legislature before entering the highest executive office (median of 2.6 com-

pared to 2.5). However, the distributions of performance ratings indicate that particularly low

scores are more common for PMs without parliamentary experience.  Overall,  these results

provide preliminary support for Hypothesis 2. Yet, substantial variation in performance within

each of the analyzed groups persists, pointing to the role of PMs’ experience in multiple of-

fices (H3).

To estimate the combined effects of these career characteristics and to include possible

confounding variables (e.g. the degree of PM power or the impact of minority cabinets), we

apply regression analysis. Following the recommendation for estimated dependent variables

by Lewis and Linzer (2005), we calculate cluster-robust standard errors in which individual

expert ratings (N=2,572) are nested in cabinets (N=131). This approach accounts for the un-

certainty over the exact performance of PMs. By contrast, averaging over all experts for a

cabinet  would  lead  to  an  overestimation  of  the  certainty  about  prime-ministerial  perfor-

mance.11 Since career variables have to overcome substantial  differences in experts’ judg-

ments and interpretations to affect overall performance, the subsequent results provide a con-

servative test. 

Additionally, all models include country- and decade-fixed effects to avoid biased esti-

mates due to unobserved contextual characteristics. This specification ensures the comparabil-

ity of the effect of prime-ministerial careers on performance within a country to the effect of

careers within other countries during the same decade. The general form of the regressions is:

Overallperformanceitg=β1 X itg+γi+δ t+εitg

where  Xitg is  a  matrix  of covariates,  γi  are country fixed effects,  δt  represents  decade

(1990-2000, 2001-2010, 2011-2017) fixed effects, and g denotes our 131 cabinet clusters. 

While we present figures highlighting the key findings in the main text, detailed tabulated

results can be found in the appendix (see Tables A2-A4). All non-dichotomous variables in

the model are mean-centered and divided by two standard deviations as recommended by Gel-

man (2008) to simplify the interpretation of the substantial strength of the explanatory vari-

ables on prime-ministerial performance and to ensure that coefficients for different indicators

are comparable.12

11 The use of such simple aggregation of expert ratings has received growing criticism in the litera-
ture (Castanho Silva & Littvay, 2019; Marquardt & Pemstein, 2018).
12 Where appropriate, we model quadratic relationship with polynomial terms of control variables.
This is necessary to meet the linearity assumption. The mathematical formulae of individual regression
models are provided in the appendix (Table A2-A4).
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To test whether outsiders reach lower performance scores than insiders (H1), we estimate

a baseline model without controls and a main model taking the political and economic context

into account (see Table A2).13 Figure 3 displays the coefficients of all variables of interest and

reveals that being an outsider decreases performance by about 0.5 points. The effect is statisti-

cally significant at the 5% level once control variables are added. Insiders hence conduct the

prime-ministerial tasks more successfully than outsiders. 

Figure 3 also shows that most contextual factors do not affect prime-ministerial perfor-

mance. The only significant institutional variable with a substantially weak impact is the de-

gree of presidential  powers,  where one standard deviation increase in presidential  powers

leads to a decrease in prime-ministerial performance by 0.2 points. Whether PMs govern in

coalition or single-party cabinets, in minority or majority cabinets unfolds no independent ef-

fect on the quality of their governing activities. Economic conditions such as unemployment

rates  and  GDP  growth  neither  impact  PMs’  capacity  to  successfully  fulfil  their  tasks.

Throughout all models discussed below, the contextual variables continue to bear little ex-

planatory power.

13 Replication data for this article can be found at Grotz et al. (2021b).

Figure 3: Effect of outsider status, gender and contextual factors on overall prime-ministerial 
performance, 95% confidence intervals.
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In a next step, we add variables for the individual offices (cabinet minister, party head,

MP) to the previous model to test whether the aforementioned strong positive correlation be-

tween political experience as party head and performance holds in our multivariate analysis

(H2) (see Table A3). The coefficients of the career variables shown in Figure 4 highlight that

PMs who have been party leader before perform about 0.25 points higher than those without

party leadership experience. The effects of being an outsider, former member of parliament

and cabinet minister, by contrast, are not statistically significantly different from zero. These

findings indicate that entering the PMs’ office via the party leadership track provides the best

precondition for doing a good job as chief executive. 

To test Hypothesis 3 that holding various political offices prior to becoming PM further

enhances prime-ministerial performance, we include an interaction term (see Table A3). Fig-

ure 4 displays the joined effects of previous experience in multiple positions. Neither of the

interaction terms displays a statistically significant effect on prime-ministerial performance.

Even positions held in addition to party leadership fail to impact PMs’ successful fulfillment

of their delegated and accountability tasks, leading us to reject Hypothesis 3. This insight fur-

ther clarifies Hypothesis 1: The difference between outsiders and insiders seems to be solely

driven by one previous position. Only PMs who were party leaders before perform better than

political outsiders (approximately 0.7 points in direct comparison).

Figure  4:  Effect  of  prior  political  offices  and  outsider  status  on  prime-ministerial
performance, 95% confidence intervals. 

Note: Control variables are omitted from the presentation. The outsider covariate is excluded
in the interaction model as it is equal to not holding any previous office.
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We test whether the findings presented above hold after introducing alternative opera-

tionalizations of our variables of interest and additional control variables. In the following

paragraphs we briefly discuss the main findings of these robustness tests, while a more de-

tailed discussion can be found in the online appendix.

To begin with, one might argue that PMs’ general political ability (e.g. charisma, strate-

gic decision-making) will assist them both in entering national political offices and perform-

ing successfully as head of government. If this were the case, duration in the position as party

leader should not impact the success of PMs in office, because reaching party leadership is

merely a side effect of talent rather than a crucial development stage in their political career.

If the causal mechanisms we propose are correct, and career variables indicate the develop-

ment of important leadership skills, PMs’ time in national political offices prior to investiture

should matter for performance,  as political  experiences develop gradually over time. Even

more specifically, the first years in a position should create the steepest learning curve, with

effects of additional years decreasing over time. The effect of duration in a specific position

on performance should hence be curvilinear.14 To test this alternative explanation,  we add

continuous measures for the duration of PMs’ parliamentary, cabinet and party head offices to

our models (see Table A4 and Figure 5). We estimate quadratic curvilinear relationships for

the three political position variables (see notation after Table A4). 

Figure 5 displays predicted values of overall performance as well as average marginal ef-

fects (AME). PMs with a duration as party head of 4 years perform slightly better than PMs

with shorter party leadership. This average effect provides a good description of various real-

world PMs in the data. For example, Ivan Kostov who served three years as party head and

5.5 years as MP prior to investiture is the best performing PM in Bulgaria with an average

performance of about 3 points. A second case in point is Donald Tusk in his first cabinet,

which performed best (3.4 points) among all studied Polish PMs. Tusk had served four years

as party head and 8 years as MP before becoming PM. The figure also clearly indicates that

the benefits of an additional year as party leader decrease after 8 years. However, due to low

numbers of observations with such extremely long durations in highly prestigious political of-

14 Alternatively, one might allow for independent effects of each year in office by including separate
dummy variables for having a certain number of years of experience in a given position. This ap-
proach is not as robust as the curvilinear models because small numbers of PMs with a certain number
of years in office can drive coefficients. However, the overall trend indicates a similar pattern as the
models presented in the text (see Table B13). A noteworthy difference is that holding party leadership
for less than one year actually unfolds a one-time negative effect on performance. This insight again
stresses the point that it requires some time for PMs to actually profit from their experience as party
leader, and that this effect goes beyond pre-existing abilities and personality that co-occur with party
leadership.
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fices prior to becoming PM, uncertainty about the exact effects for these cases increases. This

exploration confirms the distinctive value of party leadership experience for prime-ministerial

performance, above and beyond the unobserved general political ability. 

We observe a similar relationship among PMs with short legislative careers, as their per-

formance increases about 0.2 points when they spent 5.4 years in parliament. After this time,

any additional duration in parliament does not contribute to performance as PMs. This sug-

gests  that  the  position  as  MP provides  experiences  which  are  usually  gathered  relatively

quickly, that is, within the first legislative term. This insight revises our finding that legisla-

tive experience unfolds no impact on performance as reported above. However, unlike previ-

ous party leadership experience, the effect of a prior position as MP on performance becomes

only visible through the continuous operationalization. By contrast, we find a negative but not

statistically significant effect between prior duration as cabinet minister and performance. 
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We furthermore examine the robustness of our findings by to alternative model specifica-

tion,  including additional  control variables.  First,  we test  whether  party leadership affects

prime-ministerial performance due to a prior career in this political office or because many

PMs who hold the office are also party heads during their time as PM; both conditions are

highly correlated (0.78) (see Table B2). In addition, we leverage our alternative continuous

operationalization of duration as party head prior to holding office to test whether prior expe-

rience as party head or holding the office during the term of the cabinet matter more. The re-

sults show that holding party leadership while serving as head of government has no statisti-

cally significant effect on performance, while party leadership prior to reaching prime-minis-

terial office does affect performance in all but one model specification (Tables B2 and B4). 

Second, we ensure that performance is driven by the presented political career variables

before entering the highest executive office and not caused by the experience PMs have gath-

ered during their time as chief executive (Table B6). Clustering the standard errors by PMs in

addition to clustering by cabinets also does not change our results substantively (Table D5).

Third,  the party systems in CEE are characterized  by frequent  appearance of new parties

(Tavits, 2008) whose weak organizations might limit the relevant political experience of their

leaders compared to established parties. We test this possibility by distinguishing between

new and established parties and interacting the distinction with the binary variable of party

leadership. The results show that leading a new party has no direct effect on prime-ministerial

performance but suggest that party leadership in established parties enhances performance

more than in new parties. However, the effect does not reach conventional levels of statistical

significance (Table B7). These features support our proposition that established parties might

be a slightly better training ground for future PMs, but even leading new parties helps them to

develop the skills necessary to lead a cabinet in a successful manner.

Fourth, we employ a substantially different measure for presidential powers by Doyle and

Elgie (2016), to ensure that our findings are robust to this influential institutional variable (see

Table B5). Fifth, we take the rate of inflation of consumer prices in the first year of PM term

as additional economic control (Table B8). Sixth, we consider that the electoral context could

Figure 5: Predicted overall performance values and average marginal effects for duration in 
political positions prior to becoming PM (95% confidence intervals).

Note: The left-hand column provides the predicted overall performance for values of office
duration  variables  (instead  of  mean  centered  and  standardized  values,  the  corresponding
untransformed values are shown). In the right-hand column the average marginal effects on
overall performance are displayed for the same values.
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explain the limited effect of cabinet ministers on overall performance, because experienced

cabinet  ministers are often selected at  the end of electoral  cycles  (Grotz & Weber,  2017)

(Grotz and Weber, 2017) which may limit their opportunity to perform (Tables B9 and B10).

Furthermore, we specify our main model without decade fixed effects (Table B11) and with

linear specification of institutional variables (Table B12). Finally, to check for the bias result-

ing from our method of aggregation of prime-ministerial performance, we replaced our depen-

dent variable with the overall score obtained by directly averaging over all performance indi-

cators (Table D4). Neither of these modifications changes the results presented above.

Exploring the mechanisms behind the effects of career patterns

The theoretical mechanism behind the strong and robust effect of prior party leadership on

overall  prime-ministerial  performance (H2) rests on the assumption that the experience of

party leadership enhances performance on a broad variety of chief executive tasks, while the

experience as cabinet minister or MP contributes to the fulfilment of specific tasks only (set-

tling cabinet conflicts and securing support of parliamentary majority, respectively). We make

use of the advantages of our differentiated concept of prime-ministerial performance to under-

pin this causal mechanism and to provide evidence that PMs do in fact learn specific skills in

prior positions. For this purpose, we replicate the models with binary as well as continuous

operationalization of prior political career presented above in Figure 4 and 5, but substitute

the dependent variable of overall prime-ministerial performance with performance on six indi-

vidual sub-dimensions. Table 2 provides a systematic overview of the results. 

Table 2: The effect of prior political offices on sub-dimensions of PM performance

Party leader career Ministerial career Parliamentary career
Y/N Duration Y/N Duration Y/N Duration

Overall performance
0.259* 0.093*

(-0.021*)
0.04

-0.011
(-0.012)

-0.007
0.118*

(-0.019)
Settling cabinet conflict

0.329* 0.133*

(-0.027*)
0.234

0.051
(-0.025)

-0.077
0.101

(-0.015)
Shaping government 
policies

0.304* 0.091*

(-0.02*)
-0.01

-0.041
(-0.005)

-0.044
0.094

(-0.019)
Managing exogenous 
crises

0.071
-0.203

(-0.003)
0.201

-0.045
(0.104)

0.322
0.298**

(-0.042)
Securing national 
interests abroad

0.049
-0.016
(-0.01)

0.097
0.036

(-0.01)
0.035

0.058
(-0.013)

Securing support of 
parliamentary majority

0.172
0.083

(-0.025*)
0.117

-0.011
(-0.012)

0.088
0.164**

(-0.021)
Securing support of 
own party

0.491** 0.159**

(-0.021*)
-0.104

-0.052
(-0.01)

-0.074
0.142*

(-0.024)
Entries are regression coefficients. Coefficients of quadratic terms are in parentheses.
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Control variables in all models: Individual: outsider, gender; Institutional: PM cabinet powers, 
PM cabinet powers2, PM legislative powers, PM legislative powers2, presidential powers, presi-
dential powers2; Cabinet: ideological range, minority cabinet, coalition cabinet; Economy: unem-
ployment, GDP change; Country- and period-fixed-effects. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

As indicated in the first two columns of Table 2, party leadership explains a considerable

degree of the variation in PMs’ capacity to settle cabinet conflicts, shape government policies

and secure support of own party. This finding corroborates the argument that party leadership

provides a broad range of experiences that help PMs to fulfil their delegated tasks in the do-

mestic  policy-making process  as well  as  their  accountability  tasks  vis-à-vis their  political

principals. Concerning the finding that a short parliamentary career might also provide useful

experiences for future PMs, these additional analysis reveals that the effect is a consequence

of an enhanced performance at the accountability side, i.e. the sub-dimensions of parliamen-

tary and own party support. Serving at least one term in parliament appears to provide PMs

with superior knowledge of the formal and informal legislative proceedings, which uniquely

benefits them in securing the backing of the parliamentary majority. Such experiences also

seem to be relevant for managing exogenous crises, but the precise mechanism behind this

significant effect requires further clarification which is an interesting avenue for future re-

search. Mirroring the findings for overall prime-ministerial performance, a ministerial career

is inconsequential on each of the six sub-dimensions. Overall, these insights once more con-

firm the causal mechanisms outlined above which relate career paths to prime-ministerial per-

formance through specific experiences. Other factors such as talent or powerful allies gath-

ered in different stages of political careers might also enhance the chances of individuals to

become party leader, minister or MP and later to perform successfully as PM, but there is no

reason why such factors should be linked in such a clear, functionally distinct manner as pre-

vious political offices relate to the different sub-dimensions of prime-ministerial performance.

Finally, we find no evidence that previous career experience is related to performance of

PMs in securing national interests abroad. A successful conduct of international affairs may

require knowledge and skills which are specific to this arena, given that actor constellations

and institutional context are different compared to domestic politics. Since the positions of

party leader, cabinet minister and MP are strongly linked to national politics, it appears to be

rational that the experience they provide for conducting international affairs is likely limited.

Conclusion

Political career experience helps to perform successfully in executive office. This general as-

sumption has been systematically examined for cabinet ministers but not for PMs as the cabi-
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net heads who are assigned a variety of tasks to make parliamentary democracy work. There-

fore, it is essential to know which previous offices provide PMs with the knowledge and skills

to fulfil their tasks successfully. This article has explored the relationship between political

career positions of PMs and their performance in the post-communist democracies of CEE.

Our findings reveal that experience as party leader is decisive, because it allows for attaining

a comprehensive set of political knowledge and skills that are required to fulfil the chief exec-

utive  tasks  in  a  proper way. While  prior  parliamentary  membership  particularly  enhances

PMs’ capacity to secure the support of the parliamentary majority, previous ministerial expe-

rience does not significantly affect the performance of heads of government in CEE democra-

cies. 

These results have several important implications.  First, while the literature on parlia-

mentary and ministerial elites lead us to expect that political insiders generally outperform

outsiders (De Winter, 1991; Verzichelli, 1998), prime-ministerial performance in CEE varies

most substantially within the group of insiders. This means that neither self-made men from

outside politics nor standard career politicians fulfil the distinguished tasks of a chief execu-

tive particularly well in the post-communist context. To perform successfully, PMs rather re-

quire a specific qualification that is best achieved in a preceding position as party leader. 

A second implication relates to the recruitment of qualified personnel for representative

and government offices, which is a key function of political parties and considered particu-

larly important in new democracies (Dalton, Farrell, & McAllister, 2011, p. 18). While most

of the literature deals with the intraparty selection of candidates, this study sheds light on a

somewhat neglected but equally relevant aspect of elite recruitment, i.e. that parties are agen-

cies for the “training of political leaders” (Saalfeld & Strøm, 2014, p. 381). More concretely,

PM parties in CEE provide an organizational framework which helps their leaders to acquire

specific knowledge and skills to successfully fulfil the various tasks as chief executive. This

way, parties strengthen the link between parliaments and governments in the chain of delega-

tion and accountability and thus contribute to the democratic quality of executive governance.

Third, our analysis of the sub-dimensions of prime-ministerial performance also points to

potential imbalances that very “partisan” PMs might bring about for the representative quality

of party governments. While PMs with long party leadership experience are very well social-

ized and trained to secure their own party’s support, they are less successful in organizing

their backing by the parliamentary majority which in most CEE cases also consists of other

coalition parties (Bergman, Ilonszki, & Müller, 2019). Since such PMs are particularly suc-

cessful in shaping their government policies at the same time, their party might be dispropor-
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tionally advantaged in the government’s record and thus profit more at the next election than

their (usually smaller) coalition partners. However, as we have neither dealt with coalition

governance nor with electoral mechanisms, this aspect would need a separated empirical in-

vestigation. 

Apart from the latter issue, our study might also inspire other avenues of research. For in-

stance, future studies might explore the performance of PMs in the international arena which

is not explained by their domestic careers but could be affected by other career experience,

like positions at the EU level or diplomatic services. Furthermore, one could investigate how

the effects of political careers might differ depending on contextual conditions (Elgie, 1995).

More precisely,  the experience accumulated throughout their  previous careers might assist

PMs in performing their tasks under more “difficult” conditions, while the effect could be less

pronounced in favorable institutional and political  environments.  Lastly,  as the concept  of

prime-ministerial performance and the theoretical framework outlined in this paper are gener-

ally applicable, future studies might widen the scope to parliamentary democracies beyond

CEE to observe whether the results also hold in other contexts. 
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Appendix A: List of Cases and Regression Results

Table A1: Prime-ministerial cabinets under study

Country N experts Name Date in Date out
Bulgaria 20 Dimitrov 11/8/91 10/28/92

Berov 12/30/92 9/2/94
Videnov 1/25/95 12/28/96
Kostov 5/21/97 6/17/01
Saxe-Coburg-Gotha 7/24/01 6/25/05
Stanishev 8/16/05 7/5/09
Borisov I 7/27/09 2/21/13
Oresharski 5/29/13 7/23/14
Borisov II 11/7/14 11/16/16

Croatia 20 Racan I 1/27/00 6/21/01
Racan II 6/21/01 7/30/02
Racan III 7/30/02 12/23/03
Sanader I 12/23/03 2/9/06
Sanader II 2/9/06 1/12/08
Sanader III 1/12/08 7/6/09
Kosor I 7/6/09 7/10/10
Kosor II 7/10/10 12/4/11
Milanovic 12/23/11 1/22/16
Oreskovic 1/22/16 6/16/16
Plenkovic I 10/19/16 4/28/17

Czech Republic 20 Klaus I 1/1/93 6/1/96
Klaus II 7/4/96 11/30/97
Zeman 7/22/98 6/15/02
Spidla 7/15/02 7/1/04
Gross 8/4/04 4/25/05
Paroubek 4/25/05 6/3/06
Topolanek 1/9/07 3/26/09
Necas 6/28/10 6/17/13
Sobotka 1/29/14 12/5/17

Estonia 19 Laar I 10/21/92 9/26/94
Vaehi 11/3/95 11/22/96
Siimann 3/14/97 3/7/99
Laar II 3/25/99 1/8/02
Kallas 1/28/02 3/2/03
Parts 4/10/03 3/24/05
Ansip I 4/13/05 3/4/07
Ansip II 4/5/07 5/21/09
Ansip III 6/4/09 3/6/11
Ansip IV 4/5/11 3/26/14
Roivas I 3/26/14 3/1/15
Roivas II 4/9/15 11/23/16

Hungary 20 Antall 5/23/90 12/12/93
Horn 7/15/94 5/24/98
Orban I 7/6/98 4/21/02
Medgyessy 5/27/02 8/25/04
Gyurcsany I 10/4/04 4/23/06
Gyurcsany II 6/9/06 4/30/08
Gyurcsany III 5/2/08 4/14/09
Bajnai 4/14/09 4/25/10
Orban II 5/29/10 4/6/14
Orban III 5/10/14 4/8/18

Latvia 20 Birkavs 8/3/93 7/14/94
Gailis 9/19/94 10/1/95
Skele I 12/21/95 1/20/97
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Krasts 8/7/97 4/7/98
Skele II 7/16/99 4/12/00
Berzins 5/5/00 10/5/02
Repse 11/7/02 2/5/04
Emsis 3/9/04 10/28/04
Kalvitis I 12/2/04 4/7/06
Kalvitis II 11/7/06 12/5/07
Godmanis 12/20/07 2/20/09
Dombrovskis I 3/12/09 10/2/10
Dombrovskis II 11/3/10 9/17/11
Dombrovskis III 10/25/11 1/22/14
Straujuma I 1/22/14 10/4/14
Straujuma II 11/5/14 2/11/16

Lithuania 12 Slezevicius 3/10/93 2/8/96
Stankevicius 2/23/96 11/10/96
Vagnorius 12/4/96 5/3/99
Kubilius I 11/3/99 10/8/00
Paksas 10/27/00 6/20/01
Brazauskas I 7/4/01 10/24/04
Brazauskas II 11/29/04 4/12/06
Kirkilas 7/6/06 10/26/08
Kubilius II 11/28/08 9/21/10
Kubilius III 9/21/10 11/22/12
Butkevicius 11/22/12 12/13/16

Poland 20 Suchocka 7/11/92 4/28/93
Pawlak 10/26/93 2/7/95
Oleksy 3/7/95 1/26/96
Cimoszewicz 2/7/96 9/21/97
Buzek I 10/31/97 6/6/00
Buzek II 6/6/00 9/23/01
Miller I 10/19/01 3/3/03
Miller II 3/3/03 5/2/04
Belka 5/2/04 9/25/05
Marcinkiewicz 10/31/05 5/5/06
Kaczynski 7/14/06 8/13/07
Tusk I 11/16/07 10/9/11
Tusk II 11/18/11 9/22/14
Kopacz 9/22/14 10/25/15
Szydlo 11/16/15 12/11/17

Romania 22 Vacaroiu I 11/19/92 8/18/94
Vacaroiu II 8/18/94 9/3/96
Ciorbea 12/12/96 12/5/97
Vasile 4/17/98 12/13/99
Isarescu 12/22/99 9/14/00
Nastase I 12/28/00 6/19/03
Nastase II 6/19/03 11/28/04
Popescu-Tariceanu I 12/29/04 4/5/07
Popescu-Tariceanu II 4/5/07 11/30/08
Boc I 12/22/08 10/1/09
Boc II 12/23/09 2/6/12
Ponta I 5/7/12 12/9/12
Ponta II 12/21/12 2/26/14
Ponta III 5/3/14 12/17/14
Ponta IV 12/17/14 11/4/15
Ciolos 11/17/15 12/12/16
Tudose 6/29/17 1/15/18

Slovakia 22 Meciar I 6/24/92 3/15/94
Moravcik 3/16/94 12/13/94
Meciar II 12/13/94 10/30/98
Dzurinda I 10/30/98 9/21/02
Dzurinda II 10/16/02 2/8/06
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Fico I 7/4/06 6/12/10
Radicova 7/9/10 10/11/11
Fico II 4/4/12 3/6/16
Fico III 9/1/16 3/15/18

Slovenia 20 Drnovsek I 5/14/92 12/6/92
Drnovsek II 1/25/93 3/29/94
Drnovsek III 3/29/94 1/31/96
Drnovsek IV 1/31/96 11/10/96
Drnovsek V 2/27/97 4/8/00
Drnovsek VI 11/30/00 12/2/02
Rop 12/19/02 4/7/04
Jansa I 12/3/04 9/21/08
Pahor 11/21/08 5/19/11
Jansa II 1/28/12 3/20/13
Bratusek 3/20/13 7/13/14
Cerar 8/25/14 3/14/18
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Figure A1: Linear and nonlinear relation between overall prime-ministerial performance and
time spent by PM in prior political offices.
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Table A2: OLS results for insider/outsider models, country- and period fixed effects included

(1) (2) 
Baseline Main model

Outsider -0.313 -0.646*

[-0.709,0.084] [-1.163,-0.130]
Male 0.586***

[0.331,0.841]
PM cabinet powers 0.262

[-0.086,0.610]
PM cabinet powers² 0.027

[-0.018,0.072]
PM legislative powers -0.450

[-1.258,0.358]
PM legislative powers² 0.023

[-0.106,0.152]
Presidential powers² -0.252*

[-0.489,-0.015]
Ideological range between cabinet parties 0.030

[-0.024,0.085]
Coalition cabinet -0.073

[-0.477,0.331]
Minority cabinet -0.019

[-0.233,0.195]
GDP change -0.056**

[-0.097,-0.014]
Unemployment rate -0.008

[-0.086,0.069]
Constant 2.249*** 0.455

[1.802,2.696] [-1.911,2.820]
Observations 2551 2489
Cluster (cabinets) 131 128
R2 0.048 0.125
AIC 5675.080 5310.657

Notes: 95% confidence intervals in brackets. With * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.

Formula of main model in Table A2: 

Overall performanceitg = β1Outsideritg + β2Maleitg + β3PmCabinetPowersitg + β4PmCabinetPow-

ers²itg + β5PmLegPowersitg + β6PmLegPowers²itg + β7PresPowers²itg + β8IdeoRangeitg + β9Coali-

tionitg + β10Minorityitg + β11GdpChangeitg + β12Unemploymentitg +  γi + δt + εitg
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Table A3: OLS results for Offices models, country- and period fixed effects included.
(1) (2) (3)

Offices baseline Main model Interaction model
Outsider -0.139 -0.425

[-0.598,0.321] [-0.979,0.129]
Cabinet minister, yes -0.012 0.040 0.507

[-0.198,0.174] [-0.149,0.229] [-0.058,1.073]
Party head, yes 0.299* 0.259* 0.762*

[0.059,0.538] [0.015,0.503] [0.169,1.355]
MP, yes 0.036 -0.007 0.307

[-0.218,0.290] [-0.264,0.250] [-0.226,0.841]
Male 0.365** 0.491*** 0.465***

[0.117,0.612] [0.249,0.733] [0.225,0.704]
PM cabinet powers 0.279 0.289

[-0.045,0.603] [-0.033,0.611]
PM cabinet powers² 0.031 0.035

[-0.010,0.073] [-0.007,0.076]
PM legislative powers -0.524 -0.524

[-1.301,0.252] [-1.286,0.239]
PM legislative power² 0.013 0.025

[-0.118,0.143] [-0.118,0.169]
Presidential powers² -0.245 -0.210

[-0.496,0.007] [-0.460,0.040]
Ideological range between cabinet par-
ties 

0.030 0.025

[-0.023,0.083] [-0.031,0.081]
Coalition cabinet -0.078 -0.080

[-0.487,0.331] [-0.477,0.317]
Minority cabinet -0.014 -0.014

[-0.229,0.201] [-0.224,0.196]
GDP change -0.056** -0.059**

[-0.093,-0.018] [-0.097,-0.020]
Unemployment rate -0.011 -0.013

[-0.087,0.066] [-0.090,0.063]
Cabinet minister, yes x Party head, yes -0.762

[-1.791,0.267]
Cabinet minister, yes  x MP, yes -0.366

[-0.987,0.255]
Party head, yes x MP, yes -0.393

[-1.063,0.277]
Cabinet minister, yes x Party head, yes x
MP, yes

0.659

[-0.417,1.734]
Constant 1.682*** 0.192 -0.279

[1.092,2.271] [-2.071,2.455] [-2.800,2.242]
Observations 2551 2489 2489
Cluster (cabinets) 131 128 128
R2 0.105 0.139 0.143
AIC 5527.893 5274.294 5269.453
Notes: 95% confidence intervals in brackets * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Formula of interaction model in Table A3: 
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Overall performanceitg = β1Outsideritg + β2Ministeritg + β3MPitg + β4PartyHeaditg + β5Maleitg + 

β6PmCabinetPowersitg + β7PmCabinetPowers²itg + β8PmLegPowersitg + β9PmLegPowers²itg + 

β10PresPowers²itg + β11IdeoRangeitg + β12Coalitionitg + β13Minorityitg + β14GdpChangeitg + β15Un-

employmentitg + β16MinisteritgPartyHeaditg + β17MinisteritgMPitg + β18MPitgPartyHeaditg  + 

β19MinisteritgPartyHeaditgMPitg +  γi + δt + εitg
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Table A4: OLS results for duration models, country- and period-fixed effects included.

(1) (2)
Duration baseline Duration main model

Outsider -0.127 -0.369
[-0.535,0.280] [-0.879,0.141]

Duration of PM as cabinet minister -0.007 -0.011
[-0.086,0.073] [-0.102,0.080]

Duration of PM as cabinet minister² -0.012 -0.012
[-0.031,0.007] [-0.031,0.008]

Duration PM served as MP 0.100* 0.118*

[0.014,0.186] [0.021,0.214]
Duration PM served as MP² -0.020 -0.019

[-0.043,0.004] [-0.040,0.001]
Time PM served as party head 0.096* 0.093*

[0.003,0.188] [0.011,0.174]
Time PM served as party head² -0.009 -0.021*

[-0.026,0.009] [-0.038,-0.004]
Male 0.436**

[0.143,0.728]
PM cabinet powers 0.348*

[0.028,0.669]
PM cabinet powers² 0.037

[-0.003,0.077]
PM legislative powers -0.438

[-1.172,0.296]
PM legislative powers² 0.138*

[0.004,0.272]
Presidential powers² -0.123

[-0.393,0.146]
Ideological range between cabinet parties 0.036

[-0.026,0.098]
Coalition cabinet -0.075

[-0.462,0.312]
Minority cabinet 0.009

[-0.197,0.216]
GDP change -0.025***

[-0.038,-0.012]
Unemployment rate 0.002

[-0.033,0.036]
Constant 2.502*** 0.274

[2.015,2.988] [-2.189,2.737]
Observations 2551 2489
Cluster (cabinets) 131 128
R2 0.132 0.181
AIC 5453.999 5156.587

Notes: 95% confidence intervals in brackets. With * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.

Formula of main model in Table A4: 

Overall performanceitg = β1Outsideritg + β2DurationMinisteritg + β3DurationMinister²itg + β4Du-

rationMPitg + β5DurationMP²itg + β6DurationPartyHeaditg + β7DurationPartyHead²itg + β8Maleitg 

+ β9PmCabinetPowersitg + β10PmCabinetPowers²itg + β11PmLegPowersitg + β12PmLegPowers²itg
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+ β13PresPowers²itg + β14IdeoRangeitg + β15Coalitionitg + β16Minorityitg + β17GdpChangeitg + 

β18Unemploymentitg +  γi + δt + εitg



Online Appendix: 
How Political Careers affect Prime-Ministerial Performance: Evidence from Central and 
Eastern Europe

Appendix B: Robustness Checks

Table B1: Political careers of included and excluded cases, six-month threshold of PM duration
Career Variables N Mean Std. Err. [95% Conf. Interval]
Under six months
Party head duration, in years 27 2.15 0.75 [0.61 - 3.69]
MP duration, in years 27 2.91 0.94 [0.97 - 4.85]
Cabinet minister duration, in years 27 1.07 0.32 [0.42 - 1.72]

Over six months
Party head duration, in years 131 2.75 0.37 [2.02 - 3.47]
MP duration, in years 131 4.58 0.48 [3.64 - 5.53]
Cabinet minister duration, in years 131 1.01 0.13 [0.76 - 1.27]

Under six months N % Std. Err. [95% Conf. Interval]
Party head, prior 27 40.10 0.10 [0.21 - 0.61]
MP, prior 27 48.15 0.10 [0.28 - 0.68]
Cabinet minister, prior 27 44.44 0.10 [0.24 - 0.64]

Over six months
Party head, prior 131 64.89 0.04 [0.57 - 0.73]
MP, prior 131 70.23 0.04 [0.62 - 0.78]

Cabinet minister, prior 131 50.38 0.04 [0.42 - 0.59]
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We acknowledge that about 40% of the 131 observed cabinets are led by PMs who had previously

headed a cabinet.  To address the possibility that past experience as PM influences our results,  we

calculate models that account for the number of days a PM had already served as PM before her

current term (see Table B6 below). While intriguing as an explanation, testing this relationship is

difficult due to endogeneity and multicollinearity problems. It is probable that the experience PMs

gather in prime-ministerial office is endogenous to their prior experience in other political offices,

because PMs who perform well in office – due to their experience in prior offices like party leader –

may survive longer as head of executive. With this modification the effect size of the dichotomous

measure of prior party leadership (0.7) remains essentially equal to previous results. However, the

effect  of  our  continuous  operationalization  of  PMs’  experience  in  party  leadership  falls  below

conventional  levels  of  statistical  significance.  Prior  experience  as  PM  itself  has  no  statistically

significant effect on the overall performance of PMs.

Table B2: OLS regression results for overall performance with party head position prior and during 
office

(1) (2) (3)
Only with country &

period FE
Other political offices

and FEs
Full controls

Party head prior, yes 0.307* 0.291* 0.231
[0.025,0.590] [0.012,0.569] [-0.071,0.532]

Party head during, 
yes

0.122 0.105 0.048

[-0.171,0.414] [-0.232,0.441] [-0.314,0.410]
Outsider -0.079 -0.422

[-0.537,0.379] [-0.977,0.132]
Cabinet minister, yes -0.003 0.039

[-0.195,0.189] [-0.150,0.229]
MP, yes 0.021 -0.012

[-0.249,0.291] [-0.279,0.255]
Male 0.484***

[0.231,0.736]
PM cabinet powers 0.283

[-0.033,0.598]
PM cabinet powers² 0.031

[-0.010,0.073]
PM legislative 
powers

-0.542

[-1.302,0.218]
PM legislative 
powers²

0.015

[-0.117,0.146]
Presidential power² -0.249

[-0.501,0.004]
Ideological range 
between cabinet 
parties

0.030

[-0.023,0.083]
Coalition cabinet -0.076

[-0.483,0.332]
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Minority cabinet -0.015
[-0.229,0.199]

GDP change -0.055**

[-0.092,-0.018]
Unemployment rate -0.008

[-0.084,0.069]
Constant 1.951*** 1.983*** 0.136

[1.497,2.405] [1.475,2.491] [-2.055,2.326]
Observations 2551 2551 2489
R2 0.093 0.094 0.140
AIC 5556.529 5560.133 5275.715
Notes: 95% confidence intervals in brackets. With * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.

Table B3: PMs holding party head position before and during office

Party head,
prior

Party head, during

no yes Total

no 32 14 46

yes 0 85 85

Total 32 99 131
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Table B4: OLS regression results for overall performance with binary and continuous measures of 
party head position.

(1) (2)
Only PH career and FEs Full controls

Party head during office,
yes

0.229 0.123

[-0.007,0.464] [-0.179,0.424]
Total time PM served as 
PH prior

0.119* 0.125**

[0.021,0.216] [0.033,0.218]
Total time PM served as 
PH prior²

-0.010 -0.021*

[-0.027,0.007] [-0.040,-0.002]
Outsider -0.432

[-0.997,0.133]
Cabinet minister, yes 0.048

[-0.126,0.222]
MP, yes -0.024

[-0.267,0.219]
Male 0.407**

[0.132,0.681]
PM cabinet powers 0.291

[-0.042,0.624]
PM cabinet powers² 0.030

[-0.012,0.073]
PM legislative powers -0.438

[-1.220,0.345]
PM legislative powers² 0.085

[-0.057,0.227]
Presidential power² -0.236

[-0.478,0.006]
Ideological range 
between cabinet parties

0.028

[-0.029,0.086]
Coalition cabinet -0.047

[-0.449,0.356]
Minority cabinet -0.021

[-0.241,0.200]
GDP change -0.060**

[-0.096,-0.024]
Unemployment rate 0.007

[-0.068,0.082]
Constant 2.150*** 0.330

[1.669,2.630] [-1.983,2.643]
Observations 2551 2489
R2 0.111 0.155
AIC 5508.371 5233.278
Notes: 95% confidence intervals in brackets. With * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table B5: OLS results with presidential power measure by Doyle and Elgie (2016), country- and 
period fixed effects included.

(1) (2) (3)
Outsider model Offices interaction

model
Duration model

Outsider -0.623* -0.335
[-1.142,-0.104] [-0.846,0.176]

Male 0.576*** 0.472*** 0.483***

[0.343,0.809] [0.237,0.707] [0.209,0.757]
PM cabinet powers 0.282 0.308 0.382*

[-0.068,0.631] [-0.013,0.629] [0.067,0.698]
PM cabinet powers² 0.032 0.038 0.044*

[-0.013,0.077] [-0.004,0.080] [0.005,0.083]
PM legislative 
powers

-0.542 -0.631 -0.835*

[-1.311,0.227] [-1.352,0.089] [-1.538,-0.132]
PM legislative 
powers²

0.000 0.000 0.000

[0.000,0.000] [0.000,0.000] [0.000,0.000]
Presidential power   -0.028 -0.010 -0.027

[-0.133,0.078] [-0.115,0.095] [-0.123,0.070]
Ideological range 
between cabinet 
parties

0.027 0.021 0.042

[-0.028,0.081] [-0.032,0.074] [-0.015,0.099]
Coalition cabinet -0.113 -0.113 -0.140

[-0.515,0.290] [-0.500,0.274] [-0.515,0.236]
Minority cabinet -0.029 -0.021 0.001

[-0.243,0.185] [-0.228,0.187] [-0.202,0.205]
GDP change -0.048* -0.053** -0.063***

[-0.089,-0.007] [-0.092,-0.013] [-0.098,-0.028]
Unemployment rate -0.007 -0.014 0.005

[-0.084,0.071] [-0.090,0.062] [-0.072,0.082]
Cabinet minister, yes 0.532

[-0.036,1.099]
Party head, yes 0.779*

[0.174,1.385]
Cabinet minister, yes 
x MP, yes

-0.869

[-1.860,0.123]
MP, yes 0.320

[-0.208,0.847]
Cabinet minister, yes 
x MP, yes

-0.432

[-1.042,0.178]
Party head, yes x MP,
yes

-0.454

[-1.132,0.223]
Cabinet minister, yes 
x Party head, yes x 
MP, yes

0.829

[-0.192,1.851]
Duration of PM as 
cabinet minister

0.005

[-0.075,0.085]
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Duration of PM as 
cabinet minister²

-0.014

[-0.032,0.004]
Duration PM served 
as MP

0.118**

[0.030,0.206]
Duration PM served 
as MP²

-0.017

[-0.040,0.006]
Time PM served as 
party head

0.101*

[0.018,0.183]
Time PM served as 
party head²

-0.030***

[-0.044,-0.016]
Constant 0.305 -0.431 -0.167

[-2.065,2.675] [-2.944,2.082] [-2.442,2.109]
Observations 2430 2430 2430
R2 0.110 0.129 0.177
AIC 5208.527 5168.286 5031.781
Notes: 95% confidence intervals in brackets. With * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.



7

Table B6: OLS results with added measure of prior PM duration, country- and period fixed effects 
included.

(1) (2) (3)
Outsider model Offices interaction

model
Duration model

Outsider -0.600* -0.345
[-1.110,-0.090] [-0.847,0.157]

Experience from prior 
duration as PM

0.032 0.024 0.019

[-0.017,0.080] [-0.024,0.072] [-0.041,0.080]
Male 0.530*** 0.434*** 0.433**

[0.279,0.782] [0.195,0.673] [0.146,0.720]
PM cabinet powers 0.231 0.265 0.333*

[-0.115,0.577] [-0.059,0.589] [0.010,0.656]
PM cabinet powers² 0.023 0.032 0.036

[-0.021,0.068] [-0.010,0.073] [-0.005,0.076]
PM legislative powers -0.407 -0.483 -0.415

[-1.208,0.395] [-1.243,0.277] [-1.144,0.314]
PM legislative powers² 0.011 0.019 0.134

[-0.126,0.148] [-0.128,0.166] [-0.003,0.271]
Presidential power² -0.220 -0.183 -0.112

[-0.460,0.019] [-0.429,0.063] [-0.370,0.146]
Ideological range between 
cabinet parties

0.028 0.023 0.037

[-0.024,0.081] [-0.032,0.079] [-0.024,0.098]
Coalition cabinet -0.056 -0.068 -0.075

[-0.457,0.344] [-0.465,0.328] [-0.466,0.315]
Minority cabinet -0.032 -0.024 -0.001

[-0.244,0.180] [-0.235,0.186] [-0.201,0.200]
GDP change -0.055** -0.058** -0.067***

[-0.094,-0.015] [-0.096,-0.019] [-0.101,-0.032]
Unemployment rate -0.008 -0.013 0.005

[-0.084,0.068] [-0.088,0.063] [-0.071,0.081]
Cabinet minister, yes 0.490

[-0.072,1.051]
Party head, yes 0.707*

[0.114,1.299]
Cabinet minister, yes x 
Party head, yes

-0.769

[-1.792,0.254]
MP, yes 0.291

[-0.238,0.821]
Cabinet minister, yes x 
MP, yes

-0.348

[-0.966,0.270]
Party head, yes x MP, yes -0.365

[-1.031,0.300]
Cabinet minister, yes x 
Party head, yes x MP, yes

0.676

[-0.396,1.748]
Duration of PM as cabinet 
minister

-0.011

[-0.103,0.081]
Duration of PM as cabinet 
minister²

-0.011

[-0.030,0.008]
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Duration PM served as MP 0.125**

[0.034,0.217]
Duration PM served as 
MP²

-0.021*

[-0.041,-0.001]
Time PM served as party 
head

0.077

[-0.025,0.180]
Time PM served as party 
head²

-0.020*

[-0.037,-0.003]
Constant 0.707 -0.054 0.340

[-1.656,3.069] [-2.590,2.482] [-1.975,2.655]
Observations 2489 2489 2489
R2 0.130 0.146 0.182
AIC 5298.452 5264.245 5154.674
Notes: 95% confidence intervals in brackets. With * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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The following robustness check explores whether the leadership of established as opposed to new

parties  might  provide  a  different  degree  or  kind  of  experience  relevant  for  prime-ministerial

performance. We define new parties as those for whom the elections preceding the PM term were the

first  national  elections.  We  expect  the  leadership  of  ‘genuinely  new parties’  and  ‘newly  created

parties’  (Sikk,  2005) to  provide  similar  kind  of  political  experience  to  their  leaders,  since  both

categories lack developed party structures. We therefore combine them into a single category of ‘new

parties’.  To avoid missing values at the first  democratic elections, we code broad anti-communist

movements and their splinter parties as new parties, while communist successor parties are coded as

established parties. The data on party newness were taken from Grotz and Weber (2016). To test for

the differential experience that leadership of new and established parties might provide, we interacted

the binary variable of past  party leadership with the binary variable indicating party newness.  As

Figure B1 shows, the duration of party leadership for leaders of new parties is limited, so we avoided

rerunning the model with the variable of party leadership duration. The results show no direct effect of

new party, but suggest that party leadership in established parties enhances performance more than in

new parties, albeit this interactive effect is statistically insignificant.

Table B7: OLS results with added measure of party newness (direct and interactive effects) 
(1) (2) (3)

Overall performance Overall performance Overall performance
Outsider -0.549 -0.595*

[-1.153,0.054] [-1.136,-0.053]

Cabinet minister, yes 0.029 0.012 0.645*

[-0.183,0.242] [-0.213,0.236] [0.057,1.232]

Party head, yes 0.242 0.347* 0.909**

[-0.010,0.494] [0.065,0.629] [0.309,1.508]

MP, yes -0.018 -0.055 0.416
[-0.278,0.242] [-0.317,0.206] [-0.162,0.994]

male 0.497*** 0.462*** 0.468***

[0.255,0.740] [0.208,0.716] [0.232,0.704]

New PM party -0.037 0.234 -0.016
[-0.323,0.249] [-0.116,0.583] [-0.310,0.278]

PM cabinet powers 0.333* 0.325* 0.354*

[0.014,0.652] [0.035,0.614] [0.047,0.660]

PM cabinet powers2 0.039 0.035 0.044*

[-0.002,0.080] [-0.004,0.073] [0.005,0.084]

PM legislative powers -0.613 -0.583 -0.637
[-1.354,0.128] [-1.264,0.097] [-1.344,0.071]

PM legislative powers2 0.019 0.039 0.031
[-0.119,0.157] [-0.096,0.174] [-0.119,0.180]

Presidential power2 -0.221 -0.185 -0.186
[-0.502,0.060] [-0.453,0.083] [-0.460,0.088]
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Ideological range between 
two most extreme cabinet 
parties (expert)

0.016 0.006 0.009

[-0.041,0.073] [-0.053,0.065] [-0.051,0.069]

Coalition cabinet -0.052 -0.056 -0.053
[-0.460,0.356] [-0.455,0.343] [-0.447,0.342]

Minority cabinet -0.013 -0.049 -0.015
[-0.228,0.202] [-0.268,0.171] [-0.225,0.195]

GDP change -0.021** -0.021** -0.022**

[-0.035,-0.007] [-0.035,-0.006] [-0.037,-0.008]

Unemployment rate -0.009 -0.003 -0.011
[-0.044,0.027] [-0.038,0.031] [-0.047,0.025]

New PM party x Party head, 
yes

-0.500

[-1.048,0.048]

Cabinet minister, yes x Party 
head, yes

-0.958

[-2.015,0.099]

Cabinet minister, yes x MP, 
yes

-0.483

[-1.147,0.182]

Party head, yes x MP, yes -0.536
[-1.233,0.161]

Cabinet minister, yes x Party 
head, yes x MP, yes

0.828

[-0.269,1.924]

Constant 0.061 0.032 -0.594
[-2.259,2.381] [-2.078,2.142] [-3.165,1.976]

Observations 2469 2469 2469
R2 0.143 0.156 0.148
AIC 5231.477 5196.809 5223.344
95% confidence intervals in brackets
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Figure B1: Non-linear relation between overall prime-ministerial performance and time spent by PM 
in prior political offices, by type of party. 
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As a further robustness check we add inflation levels at the point of a PMs’ investiture into office to

our statistical models. Although most CEE countries experienced severe levels of inflation after the

fall  of  communist  regimes,  we  find  no  statistically  significant  relationship  between  inflation  and

prime-ministerial performance. The effects observed for the career variables remain the same despite

this modification.

Table B8: OLS results with added measure of average inflation, country- and period fixed effects 
included.

(1) (2) (3)
Outsider model Offices interaction

model
Duration model

Outsider -0.675* -0.411
[-1.195,-0.154] [-0.932,0.109]

Male 0.617*** 0.510*** 0.467**

[0.363,0.871] [0.258,0.762] [0.175,0.758]
PM cabinet powers 0.245 0.275 0.341*

[-0.115,0.604] [-0.059,0.609] [0.009,0.673]
PM cabinet powers² 0.023 0.030 0.035

[-0.023,0.069] [-0.013,0.074] [-0.007,0.076]
PM legislative powers -0.416 -0.480 -0.429

[-1.252,0.419] [-1.274,0.313] [-1.188,0.330]
PM legislative powers² 0.027 0.040 0.140*

[-0.106,0.160] [-0.108,0.187] [0.003,0.276]
Presidential power² -0.265* -0.198 -0.133

[-0.513,-0.018] [-0.449,0.052] [-0.408,0.142]
Ideological range between 
cabinet parties

0.033 0.028 0.039

[-0.022,0.089] [-0.029,0.084] [-0.024,0.102]
Coalition cabinet -0.064 -0.070 -0.069

[-0.461,0.333] [-0.465,0.325] [-0.451,0.313]
Minority cabinet -0.012 -0.008 0.015

[-0.221,0.196] [-0.214,0.198] [-0.190,0.219]
Inflation rate 0.022 0.020 0.017

[-0.020,0.064] [-0.025,0.064] [-0.024,0.058]
GDP change -0.069** -0.068* -0.077***

[-0.114,-0.024] [-0.120,-0.016] [-0.118,-0.035]
Unemployment rate -0.023 -0.023 -0.007

[-0.106,0.061] [-0.106,0.061] [-0.090,0.076]
Cabinet minister, yes 0.536

[-0.037,1.110]
Party head, yes 0.791*

[0.189,1.393]
Cabinet minister, yes x Party 
head, yes

-0.843

[-1.903,0.217]
MP, yes 0.404

[-0.134,0.941]
Cabinet minister, yes x MP, yes -0.474

[-1.117,0.170]
Party head, yes x MP, yes -0.487

[-1.154,0.179]
Cabinet minister, yes x Party 0.790
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head, yes x MP, yes
[-0.348,1.927]

Duration of PM as cabinet 
minister

-0.019

[-0.111,0.074]
Duration of PM as cabinet 
minister²

-0.010

[-0.029,0.009]
Duration PM served as MP 0.116*

[0.019,0.214]
Duration PM served as MP² -0.019

[-0.040,0.002]
Time PM served as party head 0.086*

[0.003,0.168]
Time PM served as party head² -0.020*

[-0.037,-0.003]
Constant 0.461 -0.339 0.181

[-2.010,2.932] [-2.999,2.321] [-2.267,2.628]
Observations 2470 2470 2470
R2 0.132 0.146 0.185
AIC 5261.578 5231.328 5117.499
Notes: 95% confidence intervals in brackets. With * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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We consider that the electoral context could explain the limited effect of previous cabinet membership

on  overall  performance,  because  experienced  cabinet  ministers  are  often  selected  at  the  end  of

electoral cycles  (Grotz & Weber, 2017). Therefore, we calculate the elapsed time between the last

parliamentary election and cabinet  investiture.  In  addition,  we differentiate  between  post-electoral

cabinets (the first cabinet after a parliamentary election) and  replacement  cabinets (invested after a

post-electoral  cabinet)  in  Tables  B7  and  B8.  Our  findings  remain  robust  in  the  continuous

operationalization,  while  in  the  dichotomous  operationalization  the  binary  effect  of  prior  party

leadership falls just below conventional levels of statistical significance (p=0.058). This suggests that

prior party leaders very likely perform better in comparison to outsiders, but that we can be less certain

about performance increases when comparing prior party leaders with other politically experienced

PMs. However, the effect size remains extremely similar to the statistically significant effect in the

continuous operationalization of electoral cycles.

Table B9: OLS regression results for overall performance with dichotomous measure of electoral 
context

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Outsider/Insider

model
Political offices

model
Political offices,

interaction
Duration model

Outsider -0.672** -0.461 -0.378
[-1.180,-0.164] [-1.022,0.100] [-0.892,0.136]

Male 0.551*** 0.473*** 0.435** 0.427**

[0.275,0.827] [0.223,0.722] [0.179,0.691] [0.130,0.724]
PM cabinet powers 0.253 0.272 0.280 0.344*

[-0.080,0.587] [-0.043,0.587] [-0.030,0.591] [0.028,0.659]
PM cabinet powers² 0.024 0.030 0.033 0.036

[-0.019,0.067] [-0.011,0.070] [-0.007,0.073] [-0.003,0.076]
PM legislative powers -0.418 -0.502 -0.496 -0.425

[-1.202,0.367] [-1.268,0.264] [-1.243,0.252] [-1.150,0.299]
PM legislative powers² 0.043 0.026 0.040 0.143*

[-0.094,0.180] [-0.117,0.168] [-0.114,0.194] [0.003,0.282]
Presidential power² -0.227 -0.235 -0.198 -0.120

[-0.482,0.029] [-0.502,0.032] [-0.462,0.067] [-0.394,0.154]
Ideological range 
between cabinet
parties

0.037 0.035 0.030 0.038

[-0.017,0.091] [-0.018,0.088] [-0.024,0.085] [-0.025,0.101]
Coalition cabinet -0.093 -0.093 -0.099 -0.080

[-0.489,0.302] [-0.493,0.307] [-0.486,0.288] [-0.463,0.304]
Minority cabinet 0.014 0.009 0.015 0.018

[-0.208,0.236] [-0.214,0.232] [-0.202,0.232] [-0.198,0.234]
Post electoral cabinet 0.110 0.079 0.097 0.030

[-0.066,0.286] [-0.107,0.265] [-0.103,0.297] [-0.129,0.189]
GDP change -0.056* -0.056** -0.059** -0.067***

[-0.099,-0.013] [-0.094,-0.017] [-0.098,-0.019] [-0.103,-0.031]
Unemployment rate -0.007 -0.009 -0.013 0.005

[-0.084,0.071] [-0.085,0.067] [-0.088,0.063] [-0.072,0.081]
Cabinet minister, yes 0.053 0.573

[-0.134,0.240] [-0.006,1.153]
Party head, yes 0.244 0.792**

[-0.009,0.498] [0.195,1.389]



15

MP, yes -0.023 0.308
[-0.285,0.239] [-0.224,0.841]

Cabinet minister, yes x 
Party head, yes

-0.831

[-1.902,0.240]
Cabinet minister, yes x 
MP, yes

-0.384

[-1.010,0.241]
Party head, yes x MP, yes -0.412

[-1.081,0.256]
Cabinet minister, yes x 
Party head, yes x MP, yes

0.690

[-0.394,1.774]
Duration  as CM -0.009

[-0.100,0.082]
Duration as CM² -0.012

[-0.031,0.007]
Duration as MP 0.115*

[0.017,0.212]
Duration as MP² -0.019

[-0.040,0.002]
Duration as PH 0.093*

[0.012,0.175]
Duration as PH² -0.021*

[-0.038,-0.005]
Constant 0.419 0.189 -0.317 0.238

[-1.870,2.709] [-2.020,2.398] [-2.774,2.140] [-2.049,2.526]
Observations 2489 2489 2489 2489
R2 0.128 0.141 0.146 0.181
AIC 5301.765 5271.166 5263.968 5157.816
Notes: 95% confidence intervals in brackets. With * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table B10: OLS regression results for overall performance with continuous measure of electoral 
context

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Outsider/Insider

model
Political offices

model
Political offices,

interaction
Duration model

Outsider -0.659* -0.397 -0.338
[-1.179,-0.140] [-0.978,0.185] [-0.861,0.185]

Male 0.576*** 0.497*** 0.470*** 0.451**

[0.309,0.843] [0.253,0.741] [0.221,0.718] [0.166,0.735]
PM cabinet powers 0.268 0.273 0.286 0.343*

[-0.082,0.617] [-0.059,0.605] [-0.043,0.615] [0.013,0.674]
PM cabinet powers² 0.027 0.031 0.034 0.037

[-0.017,0.072] [-0.011,0.073] [-0.008,0.076] [-0.004,0.078]
PM legislative 
powers

-0.461 -0.512 -0.517 -0.425

[-1.273,0.351] [-1.304,0.280] [-1.292,0.258] [-1.181,0.331]
PM legislative 
powers²

0.026 0.011 0.024 0.136*

[-0.104,0.155] [-0.121,0.142] [-0.121,0.169] [0.002,0.269]
Presidential power² -0.249* -0.243 -0.208 -0.119

[-0.485,-0.013] [-0.494,0.008] [-0.457,0.040] [-0.391,0.153]
Ideological range 
between cabinet 
parties

0.033 0.027 0.024 0.031

[-0.023,0.088] [-0.028,0.082] [-0.033,0.081] [-0.034,0.096]
Coalition cabinet -0.084 -0.065 -0.073 -0.050

[-0.481,0.314] [-0.464,0.333] [-0.460,0.313] [-0.433,0.333]
Minority cabinet -0.009 -0.025 -0.020 -0.010

[-0.233,0.215] [-0.254,0.203] [-0.243,0.203] [-0.230,0.209]
Years since last 
election   

-0.008 0.009 0.005 0.018

[-0.049,0.033] [-0.040,0.058] [-0.047,0.057] [-0.020,0.056]
GDP change -0.056** -0.056** -0.059** -0.067***

[-0.098,-0.014] [-0.092,-0.019] [-0.097,-0.020] [-0.102,-0.033]
Unemployment rate -0.008 -0.011 -0.014 0.003

[-0.085,0.070] [-0.088,0.065] [-0.090,0.063] [-0.073,0.080]
Cabinet minister, yes 0.032 0.486

[-0.162,0.226] [-0.133,1.105]
Party head, yes 0.271* 0.754*

[0.010,0.531] [0.144,1.364]
MP, yes 0.003 0.304

[-0.263,0.269] [-0.230,0.838]
Cabinet minister, yes
x Party head, yes

-0.742

[-1.845,0.361]
Cabinet minister, yes
x MP, yes

-0.357

[-0.984,0.271]
Party head, yes x 
MP, yes

-0.386

[-1.072,0.300]
Cabinet minister, yes
x Party head, yes x 
MP, yes

0.649

[-0.456,1.754]
Duration as CM -0.018
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[-0.110,0.074]
Duration as CM² -0.011

[-0.030,0.008]
Duration as MP 0.124*

[0.026,0.222]
Duration as MP² -0.020

[-0.041,0.001]
Duration as PH 0.095*

[0.012,0.177]
Duration as PH² -0.021*

[-0.038,-0.005]
Constant 0.419 0.215 -0.254 0.270

[-1.963,2.801] [-2.083,2.514] [-2.830,2.323] [-2.095,2.635]
Observations 2489 2489 2489 2489
R2 0.125 0.140 0.143 0.183
AIC 5311.688 5275.260 5271.169 5153.952
Notes: 95% confidence intervals in brackets. With * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table B11: Model specification without decade fixed effects

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Outsider model Offices model Offices interaction Duration model

Outsider -0.649* -0.449 -0.385
[-1.169,-0.129] [-1.013,0.115] [-0.905,0.135]

Male 0.628*** 0.529*** 0.509*** 0.482***

[0.403,0.852] [0.306,0.752] [0.292,0.726] [0.218,0.746]

PM cabinet powers 0.322 0.337* 0.341* 0.397*

[-0.011,0.655] [0.029,0.645] [0.036,0.647] [0.092,0.703]

PM cabinet powers² 0.035 0.039 0.041* 0.043*

[-0.007,0.077] [-0.000,0.078] [0.002,0.080] [0.006,0.081]

PM legislative 
powers

-0.593 -0.653 -0.638 -0.553

[-1.345,0.159] [-1.365,0.059] [-1.343,0.066] [-1.245,0.139]

PM legislative 
powers²

0.029 0.026 0.040 0.143*

[-0.092,0.149] [-0.098,0.151] [-0.089,0.169] [0.012,0.274]

Presidential power² -0.228* -0.209 -0.173 -0.115
[-0.456,-0.001] [-0.457,0.039] [-0.411,0.065] [-0.369,0.140]

Ideological range 
between cabinet 
parties 

0.036 0.035 0.029 0.041

[-0.017,0.089] [-0.017,0.086] [-0.026,0.084] [-0.016,0.099]

Coalition cabinet -0.095 -0.098 -0.096 -0.097
[-0.495,0.304] [-0.502,0.306] [-0.493,0.300] [-0.478,0.285]

Minority cabinet -0.015 -0.012 -0.013 0.010
[-0.226,0.196] [-0.222,0.199] [-0.218,0.193] [-0.196,0.216]

GDP change -0.056** -0.057** -0.060** -0.068***

[-0.096,-0.017] [-0.093,-0.022] [-0.097,-0.022] [-0.103,-0.033]

Unemployment rate -0.003 -0.005 -0.008 0.009
[-0.080,0.075] [-0.081,0.071] [-0.084,0.068] [-0.067,0.085]

Croatia 4.929 5.172 4.815 3.206
[-0.819,10.677] [-0.440,10.784] [-0.783,10.414] [-2.025,8.437]

Czech Republic 2.803* 2.673* 2.367 2.095
[0.446,5.159] [0.231,5.114] [-0.015,4.749] [-0.356,4.547]

Estonia 2.895 3.169 3.095 2.122
[-0.796,6.587] [-0.403,6.741] [-0.418,6.607] [-1.361,5.604]

Hungary 2.021* 2.087* 1.938* 1.879*

[0.196,3.846] [0.251,3.923] [0.117,3.759] [0.161,3.597]
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Latvia 1.356 1.345 1.109 0.568
[-0.200,2.913] [-0.290,2.980] [-0.521,2.739] [-0.951,2.088]

Lithuania 2.543 2.746* 2.775* 3.011*

[-0.141,5.228] [0.234,5.258] [0.294,5.256] [0.511,5.511]

Poland 2.302** 2.337** 2.184* 1.970*

[0.612,3.992] [0.651,4.023] [0.525,3.843] [0.345,3.596]

Romania 4.444* 4.570* 4.375* 4.085*

[0.471,8.416] [0.763,8.378] [0.597,8.153] [0.452,7.719]

Slovakia 0.930* 0.942* 0.948* 0.779
[0.062,1.798] [0.122,1.761] [0.113,1.783] [-0.018,1.575]

Slovenia 4.488* 4.466* 4.104* 4.055*

[0.969,8.006] [0.973,7.960] [0.646,7.562] [0.827,7.284]

Cabinet minister, yes 0.016 0.502
[-0.174,0.205] [-0.061,1.066]

Party head, yes 0.258* 0.804*

[0.016,0.500] [0.190,1.418]

MP, yes -0.018 0.349
[-0.273,0.236] [-0.189,0.887]

Cabinet minister, yes 
x Party head, yes

-0.819

[-1.853,0.215]

Cabinet minister, yes 
x MP, yes

-0.430

[-1.041,0.182]

Party head, yes x MP,
yes

-0.478

[-1.133,0.178]

Cabinet minister, yes 
x Party head, yes x 
MP, yes

0.786

[-0.255,1.827]

Duration of PM as 
CM

-0.019

[-0.110,0.071]

Duration of PM as 
CM²

-0.010

[-0.028,0.009]

Duration PM served 
as MP

0.120*

[0.023,0.217]
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Duration PM served 
as MP²

-0.021*

[-0.042,-0.000]

Duration PM served 
as PH

0.091*

[0.012,0.170]

Duration PM served 
as PH2 

-0.022*

[-0.039,-0.005]

Constant -0.025 -0.269 -0.721 -0.166
[-2.191,2.140] [-2.332,1.794] [-3.056,1.614] [-2.260,1.927]

Observations 2489 2489 2489 2489
R2 0.121 0.137 0.141 0.179
AIC 5315.547 5278.553 5272.291 5159.828
95% confidence intervals in brackets
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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While our inspection of residual plots shown in Figure B2 strongly support the conclusion
that control variables on PM and presidential powers should be modeled with quadratic terms
to satisfy the  linearity  assumption,  we provide  results  using linear  specifications  of  these
variables (Table B12). Our results remain extremely similar to those in our main analysis,
although with lower effects of our institutional controls.

Figure B2: Residual plots comparing linear and nonlinear specifications of institutional 
control variables
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Table B12: Robustness check using linear specification of institutional control variables. 

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Outsider Offices model Offices

interaction
Duration model

Outsider -0.494* -0.277 -0.221
[-0.984,-0.005] [-0.810,0.257] [-0.695,0.253]

Male 0.526*** 0.434*** 0.418*** 0.356**

[0.299,0.753] [0.202,0.665] [0.183,0.652] [0.087,0.625]

PM cabinet powers 0.031 0.032 0.026 0.062
[-0.056,0.118] [-0.054,0.117] [-0.067,0.119] [-0.021,0.146]

PM legislative powers 0.119 0.070 0.051 -0.054
[-0.237,0.475] [-0.274,0.414] [-0.319,0.422] [-0.388,0.280]

Presidential power -0.036 -0.041 -0.081 -0.171
[-0.401,0.330] [-0.384,0.302] [-0.415,0.254] [-0.495,0.154]

Ideological range 
between cabinet parties

0.016 0.016 0.011 0.018

[-0.040,0.071] [-0.037,0.070] [-0.044,0.066] [-0.043,0.078]

Coalition cabinet -0.058 -0.060 -0.059 -0.042
[-0.492,0.377] [-0.495,0.376] [-0.480,0.361] [-0.445,0.360]

Minority cabinet -0.063 -0.052 -0.048 -0.015
[-0.284,0.158] [-0.271,0.166] [-0.263,0.167] [-0.226,0.196]

GDP change -0.045* -0.048* -0.053* -0.021**

[-0.089,-0.001] [-0.090,-0.005] [-0.096,-0.009] [-0.036,-0.006]

Unemployment rate -0.006 -0.008 -0.011 0.002
[-0.080,0.068] [-0.082,0.066] [-0.085,0.062] [-0.031,0.034]

Cabinet minister, yes -0.023 0.309
[-0.210,0.163] [-0.221,0.839]

Party head, yes 0.258* 0.622*

[0.012,0.503] [0.051,1.193]

MP, yes 0.032 0.202
[-0.241,0.306] [-0.326,0.730]

Cabinet minister, yes x 
Party head, yes

-0.689

[-1.713,0.336]

Cabinet minister, yes x 
MP, yes

-0.259

[-0.892,0.374]

Party head, yes x MP, 
yes

-0.269

[-0.932,0.394]
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Cabinet minister, yes x 
Party head, yes x MP, 
yes

0.628

[-0.470,1.726]

Duration of PM as CM -0.022
[-0.105,0.061]

Duration of PM as CM² -0.009
[-0.027,0.010]

Duration PM served as 
MP

0.126**

[0.033,0.220]

Duration PM served as 
MP²

-0.022*

[-0.045,-0.000]

Duration PM served as 
PH   

0.078

[-0.009,0.165]

Duration PM served as 
PH² 

-0.011

[-0.027,0.005]

Constant 2.041*** 1.816** 1.533* 2.001**

[0.981,3.100] [0.725,2.908] [0.199,2.867] [0.779,3.224]
Observations 2489 2489 2489 2489
R2 0.099 0.116 0.122 0.159
AIC 5382.368 5339.836 5330.551 5222.615
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Table B13: OLS results for duration models, dummy specification

(1)
Overall performance

Outsider -0.259
[-0.773,0.255]

Time PM served as party head prior to office (in years) = 1 -0.413*

[-0.736,-0.090]

Time PM served as party head prior to office (in years) = 2 0.071
[-0.259,0.401]

Time PM served as party head prior to office (in years) = 3 0.090
[-0.210,0.390]

Time PM served as party head prior to office (in years) = 4 0.095
[-0.195,0.384]

Time PM served as party head prior to office (in years) = 5 -0.090
[-0.493,0.312]

Time PM served as party head prior to office (in years) = 6 0.455
[-0.126,1.036]

Time PM served as party head prior to office (in years) = 7 0.525
[-0.007,1.057]

Time PM served as party head prior to office (in years) = 8 0.384*

[0.038,0.729]

Time PM served as party head prior to office (in years) = 9 -0.875**

[-1.407,-0.344]

Time PM served as party head prior to office (in years) = 11 0.326
[-0.362,1.013]

Time PM served as party head prior to office (in years) = 12 -0.642
[-1.491,0.207]

Time PM served as party head prior to office (in years) = 13 0.437
[-0.473,1.348]

Time PM served as party head prior to office (in years) = 17 0.021
[-1.104,1.147]

Time PM served as party head prior to office (in years) = 19 -0.833
[-1.834,0.168]

Time PM served as party head prior to office (in years) = 21 1.104
[-0.322,2.530]

Duration of PM as cabinet minister  (in years)  = 1 0.098
[-0.192,0.389]
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Duration of PM as cabinet minister  (in years)  = 2 -0.001
[-0.348,0.345]

Duration of PM as cabinet minister  (in years)  = 3 0.257
[-0.582,1.097]

Duration of PM as cabinet minister  (in years)  = 4 -0.430
[-0.910,0.051]

Duration of PM as cabinet minister  (in years)  = 5 0.000
[0.000,0.000]

Duration of PM as cabinet minister  (in years)  = 6 -0.217
[-1.100,0.667]

Duration of PM as cabinet minister  (in years)  = 7 -0.743***

[-1.054,-0.432]

Duration PM served as MP (in years)  = 1 0.016
[-0.281,0.313]

Duration PM served as MP (in years)  = 2 0.142
[-0.454,0.739]

Duration PM served as MP  (in years) = 3 0.054
[-0.520,0.629]

Duration PM served as MP  (in years) = 4 0.178
[-0.170,0.526]

Duration PM served as MP  (in years) = 6 0.384
[-0.009,0.778]

Duration PM served as MP (in years)  = 7 0.182
[-0.509,0.874]

Duration PM served as MP  (in years)  = 8 0.836***

[0.381,1.291]

Duration PM served as MP  (in years) = 9 1.018**

[0.347,1.689]

Duration PM served as MP  (in years) = 10 0.236
[-0.523,0.995]

Duration PM served as MP (in years)  = 11 0.716
[-0.069,1.501]

Duration PM served as MP  (in years) = 12 0.056
[-0.499,0.610]

Duration PM served as MP  (in years) = 14 0.840*

[0.175,1.506]
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Duration PM served as MP  (in years) = 15 0.326
[-0.229,0.880]

Duration PM served as MP (in years)  = 16 0.767*

[0.017,1.516]

Duration PM served as MP (in years)  = 17 0.924
[-0.235,2.083]

Duration PM served as MP  (in years) = 18 -0.533
[-1.501,0.435]

Duration PM served as MP  (in years) = 20 0.396
[-0.328,1.119]

Duration PM served as MP  (in years) = 21 0.497
[-0.854,1.848]

Male 0.358
[-0.053,0.769]

PM cabinet powers -0.053
[-0.530,0.424]

PM cabinet powers2 -0.014
[-0.076,0.048]

PM legislative powers 0.058
[-0.918,1.035]

PM legislative powers2 0.000
[0.000,0.000]

Presidential powers2 0.047
[-0.209,0.302]

Ideological range between cabinet parties 0.042
[-0.009,0.093]

Coalition cabinet -0.193
[-0.584,0.198]

Minority cabinet -0.001
[-0.209,0.207]

GDP change -0.057**

[-0.099,-0.015]

Unemployment rate 0.012
[-0.069,0.094]

Constant 2.295
[-0.643,5.233]

Observations 2489
R2 0.296
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AIC 4824.760
Notes: 95% confidence intervals in brackets. With * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Appendix C: Reliability &Validity of the Expert Survey

Figure C1: Distribution and correlation of prime-ministerial performance by PM cabinet duration
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Table C1: Average standard deviation of expert ratings by indicator

Performance indicator N SD min SD max SD

Conflict 1: Prevailing in PM-minister conflicts 131 .78 0 1.35

Conflict 2: Mediating inter-ministerial conflicts 131 .77 .36 1.15

Policy 1: Enacting preferred policies for societal concerns 131 .79 .38 1.21

Policy 2: Averting non-preferred policies 131 .76 0 1.21

Crisis 1: Strategizing crises response 52 .87 .43 1.26

Crises 2: Responding to crises in appropriate time 52 .88 .52 1.26

International 1: Securing national interes. towards other countries 131 .79 .46 1.11

International 2: Securing national interes. towards the EU 131 .85 .37 1.26

Parliament 1: Maintaining parliamentary support for gov. policy 131 .78 .22 1.13

Parliament 2: Maintaining support of wider electorate 131 .78 .45 1.29

Party 1: Maintaining support of party elites 131 .78 .22 1.24

Party 2: Maintaining support of party base 131 .78 .22 1.25

General Performance Rating 131 .78 .46 1.36

Notes: Standard deviation scores are calculated by averaging the standard 
deviations of expert ratings over all cabinets.

Annotation: Standard deviations show a good to moderate level of inter-expert agreement. Exactly one
cabinet each is contained in conflict 1 and in policy 2 for which the minimal SD is 0, because most
experts  gave  the  same performance  score  and the  remaining  experts  responded  ‘Don't  know/Not
applicable’.
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Table C2: Recoding of expert ratings based on open-ended explanations
-1 0 1 2 NA DK Total

pmp_conflict1 6 
(2.36)

51 
(20.08)

65 
(25.59)

110 
(43.31)

15 
(5.91)

7 
(2.76)

254 
(100)

pmp_conflict2 4
(2.05)

24
(12.31)

65
(33.33)

84
(43.08)

9
(4.62)

9
(4.62)

195
(100)

pmp_policy1 12
(3.97)

50
(16.56)

39
(12.91)

189
(62.58)

11
(3.64)

1
(0.33)

302
(100)

pmp_policy2 17
(6.83)

36
(14.46)

66
(26.51)

114
(45.78)

4
(1.61)

12
(4.82)

249
(100)

pmp_crisis1 12
(6.49)

29
(15.68)

62
(33.51)

58
(31.35)

21
(11.35)

3
(1.62)

185
(100)

pmp_crisis2 10
(3.45)

90
(31.03)

81
(27.93)

66
(22.76)

40
(13.79)

3
(1.03)

290
(100)

pmp_international1 6
(2.54)

13
(5.51)

65
(27.54)

144
(61.02)

6
(2.54)

2
(0.85)

236
(100)

pmp_international2 6
(2.15)

18
(6.45)

32
(11.47)

223
(79.93)

- -
279

(100)
pmp_parliament1 11

(3.55)
32

(10.32)
23

(7.42)
244

(78.71)
- -

310
(100)

pmp_parliament2 15
(4.69)

37
(11.56)

91
(28.44)

175
(54.69)

1
(0.31)

1
(0.31)

320
(100)

pmp_party1 6
(2.28)

32
(12.17)

116
(44.11)

105
(39.92)

-
4

(1.52)
263

(100)
pmp_party2 3

(1.46)
61

(29.61)
78

(37.86)
63

(30.58)
-

1
(0.49)

206
(100)

Total
(absolute %)
(no NA and DK)

108
(3.50)
(3.68)

473
(15.31)
(16.09)

783
(25.35)
(26.64)

1575
(50.99)
(53.59)

107
(3.46)

(-)

43
(1.39)

(-)

3089
(100)
2939

Annotation: Two members of the team evaluated the open-ended explanations of experts’ ratings on a
scale from -1 to 2 based on how well the explanation matched a performance task on an ordinal scale
from -1 (explanation focuses on a different performance task) to 2 (matching precise explanation).
Expert ratings with the score -1 were not included into the analysis.
The team members also recoded experts’ ratings to ‘Not applicable’ (NA) and ‘Don't know’ if experts
explicitly made the statement, but did not tick the respective box in the survey.
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Table C3: Intraclass-correlation (ICC) values for cabinet and expert level, two-way random effects 
models

ICC

Performance indicator Cabinet (95% CI) Expert

Conflict 1: Prevailing in PM-minister conflicts 0.39 (0.32–0.45) 0.09

Conflict 2: Mediating inter-ministerial conflicts 0.33 (0.26–0.39) 0.10

Policy 1: Enacting preferred policies for societal concerns 0.31 (0.25–0.37) 0.08

Policy 2: Averting non-preferred policies 0.34 (0.27–0.39) 0.13

Crisis 1: Strategizing crises response 0.35 (0.25–0.45) 0.12

Crises 2: Responding to crises in appropriate time 0.34 (0.25–0.44) 0.12

International 1: Securing national interests towards other countries 0.24 (0.20–0.32) 0.15

International 2: Securing national interests towards the EU 0.29 (0.25–0.37) 0.15

Parliament 1: Maintaining parliamentary support for gov. policy 0.37 (0.30–0.43) 0.13

Parliament 2: Maintaining support of wider electorate 0.43 (0.36–0.49) 0.09

Party 1: Maintaining support of party elites 0.49 (0.43–0.56) 0.10

Party 2: Maintaining support of party base 0.44 (0.38–0.51) 0.11

General Performance Rating 0.39 (0.33–0.46) 0.08

Notes: ICC values are rounded to two digits. 95% Confidence interval for cabinet level ICC in parentheses.

Annotation:  We assess inter-expert  reliability by calculating the intraclass-correlation (ICC) at  the
expert-  and  cabinet-level  from the  variance  components  of  a  two-way  hierarchical  model  –  this
measures  the  portion  of  variance  that  could  be  explained  at  the  respective  levels.  Inter  expert-
reliability  is  fair  to  poor  –  we  address  this  by  modeling  experts’  uncertainty  in  our  statistically
analysis.

Appendix D: Data structure: descriptive statistics and robustness checks.
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Table D1: Item-test, item-rest and average inter-item correlation and Cronbach’s Alpha for 
items assigned to the delegation dimension.

Items sign
item-test

correlation
item-rest

correlation

av.
interitem

correlation
alpha

Prevailing in PM-minister 
conflicts

+ 0.764 0.632 0.458 0.855

Mediating inter-ministerial 
conflicts

+ 0.792 0.688 0.447 0.85

Enacting preferred policies for 
societal concerns

+ 0.778 0.651 0.453 0.853

Averting non-preferred policies + 0.731 0.599 0.469 0.861
Strategizing crises response + 0.803 0.72 0.454 0.853
Responding to crises in 
appropriate time

+ 0.795 0.709 0.454 0.853

Securing national interests towards
other countries

+ 0.675 0.516 0.494 0.872

Securing national interests towards
European Union

+ 0.661 0.495 0.499 0.875

Test scale 0.465 0.874

Table D2: Item-test, item-rest and average inter-item correlation and Cronbach’s Alpha for 
items assigned to the accountability dimension.

Items sign
item-test

correlation
item-rest

correlation

av.
interitem

correlation
alpha

Maintaining parliamentary support
for government policies

+ 0.824 0.584 0.759 0.863

Maintaining support of party elites + 0.899 0.753 0.525 0.688
Maintaining support of party base + 0.884 0.726 0.565 0.722
Test scale 0.616 0.828

Table D3: Item-test, item-rest and average inter-item correlation and Cronbach’s Alpha for all
items.

Items sign
item-test

correlation
item-rest

correlation

av.
interitem

correlation
alpha

Prevailing in PM-minister 
conflicts + 0.786 0.711 0.436 0.885
Mediating inter-ministerial 
conflicts + 0.787 0.717 0.436 0.885
Enacting preferred policies for 
societal concerns + 0.774 0.695 0.438 0.886
Averting non-preferred policies + 0.753 0.673 0.444 0.889
Strategizing crises response + 0.751 0.681 0.446 0.89
Responding to crises in 
appropriate time + 0.744 0.673 0.446 0.89
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Securing national interests towards
other countries + 0.566 0.442 0.483 0.903
Securing national interests towards
European Union + 0.556 0.428 0.485 0.904
Maintaining parliamentary support
for government policies + 0.747 0.659 0.444 0.889
Maintaining support of party elites + 0.738 0.651 0.448 0.89
Maintaining support of party base + 0.715 0.622 0.452 0.892
Test scale 0.45 0.9
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Figure D1: Correlation matrix between prime-ministerial performance indicators
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Figure D2: Distribution of prime-ministerial performance indicators by country 
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We employ a different operationalisation of our dependent variable by directly averaging over

all performance indicators – opposed to our theoretical step wise construction. Our results are 

near identical and all substantive findings remain unchanged.

Table  D4:  Robustness  check  based  on  alternative  construction  of  the  prime-ministerial

performance variable

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Outsider model Offices model Offices

interaction
Duration model

Outsider -0.601* -0.390 -0.345
[-1.080,-0.123] [-0.906,0.126] [-0.819,0.129]

Male 0.517*** 0.423*** 0.389*** 0.385**

[0.273,0.761] [0.195,0.651] [0.163,0.615] [0.103,0.667]

PM cabinet powers 0.256 0.273 0.284 0.338*

[-0.078,0.590] [-0.036,0.583] [-0.024,0.592] [0.036,0.640]

PM cabinet powers² 0.026 0.030 0.034 0.036
[-0.017,0.068] [-0.009,0.070] [-0.005,0.074] [-0.002,0.073]

PM legislative powers -0.448 -0.526 -0.527 -0.426
[-1.216,0.320] [-1.265,0.212] [-1.253,0.198] [-1.115,0.264]

PM legislative 
powers²

0.020 0.008 0.019 0.134*

[-0.097,0.137] [-0.115,0.130] [-0.113,0.151] [0.013,0.255]

Presidential power2 -0.257* -0.255* -0.221 -0.154
[-0.468,-0.046] [-0.492,-0.019] [-0.449,0.007] [-0.403,0.096]

Ideological range 
between  cabinet 
parties 

0.027 0.026 0.021 0.034

[-0.026,0.080] [-0.025,0.078] [-0.033,0.075] [-0.026,0.094]

Coalition cabinet -0.007 -0.012 -0.017 -0.015
[-0.391,0.377] [-0.400,0.376] [-0.392,0.358] [-0.384,0.354]

Minority cabinet 0.015 0.020 0.019 0.037
[-0.192,0.223] [-0.188,0.228] [-0.183,0.220] [-0.162,0.236]

GDP change -0.055** -0.055** -0.057** -0.066***

[-0.093,-0.016] [-0.088,-0.021] [-0.093,-0.022] [-0.099,-0.033]

Unemployment rate -0.000 -0.002 -0.006 0.011
[-0.074,0.073] [-0.074,0.069] [-0.077,0.066] [-0.061,0.084]

Cabinet minister, yes 0.049 0.477
[-0.129,0.227] [-0.045,0.998]

Party head, yes 0.261* 0.746*
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[0.031,0.491] [0.181,1.311]

MP, yes -0.027 0.236
[-0.267,0.213] [-0.257,0.730]

Cabinet minister, yes x
Party head, yes

-0.750

[-1.713,0.214]

Cabinet minister, yes x
MP, yes

-0.298

[-0.863,0.267]

Party head, yes x MP, 
yes

-0.358

[-0.998,0.281]

Cabinet minister, yes x
Party head, yes x MP, 
yes

0.616

[-0.386,1.619]

Duration of PM as CM -0.004
[-0.090,0.082]

Duration of PM as 
CM²

-0.012

[-0.030,0.006]

Duration PM served as
MP

0.104*

[0.012,0.196]

Duration PM served as
MP²

-0.017

[-0.037,0.002]

Duration MP served as
PH  

0.089*

[0.008,0.169]

Duration MP served as
PH²      

-0.021**

[-0.037,-0.006]

Constant 0.458 0.203 -0.227 0.249
[-1.814,2.730] [-1.956,2.363] [-2.643,2.189] [-1.950,2.448]

Observations 2489 2489 2489 2489
R2 0.126 0.142 0.147 0.178
AIC 5164.720 5125.539 5118.049 5025.118
95% confidence intervals in brackets
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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We re-estimate our analysis by clustering standard errors by PMs (84 clusters)  in addition to our

existing clustering of errors by cabinets. This approach treats cabinets that are led by the same PM as

dependent. Our results are almost identical and remain substantially unchanged.

Table D5: Robustness check using two-way clustered standard errors (cabinets and PMs)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Overall

performance
Overall

performance
Overall

performance
Overall

performance
Outsider -0.646* -0.425 -0.369

[-1.177,-0.116] [-0.985,0.135] [-0.867,0.129]

Male 0.586*** 0.491*** 0.465*** 0.436**

[0.319,0.853] [0.236,0.746] [0.223,0.707] [0.123,0.748]

PM cabinet powers 0.262 0.279 0.289 0.348*

[-0.125,0.650] [-0.074,0.632] [-0.060,0.638] [0.027,0.670]

PM cabinet powers² 0.027 0.031 0.035 0.037
[-0.023,0.076] [-0.014,0.077] [-0.010,0.080] [-0.003,0.077]

PM legislative powers -0.450 -0.524 -0.524 -0.438
[-1.296,0.396] [-1.318,0.270] [-1.312,0.265] [-1.152,0.276]

PM legislative powers² 0.023 0.013 0.025 0.138*

[-0.087,0.133] [-0.094,0.119] [-0.107,0.157] [0.027,0.249]

Presidential power² -0.252*** -0.245** -0.210* -0.123
[-0.373,-0.132] [-0.404,-0.085] [-0.398,-0.021] [-0.352,0.106]

Ideological range between 
cabinet parties

0.030 0.030 0.025 0.036

[-0.021,0.082] [-0.021,0.081] [-0.027,0.078] [-0.024,0.097]

Coalition cabinet -0.073 -0.078 -0.080 -0.075
[-0.447,0.301] [-0.466,0.310] [-0.452,0.292] [-0.451,0.301]

Minority cabinet -0.019 -0.014 -0.014 0.009
[-0.239,0.202] [-0.236,0.208] [-0.230,0.202] [-0.211,0.230]

GDP change -0.056** -0.056** -0.059** -0.067***

[-0.096,-0.015] [-0.093,-0.018] [-0.098,-0.019] [-0.105,-0.029]

Unemployment rate -0.008 -0.011 -0.013 0.004
[-0.088,0.072] [-0.089,0.068] [-0.092,0.065] [-0.072,0.080]

Cabinet minister, yes 0.040 0.507
[-0.165,0.245] [-0.057,1.072]

Party head, yes 0.259* 0.762*

[0.010,0.508] [0.113,1.412]

MP, yes -0.007 0.307
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[-0.305,0.290] [-0.223,0.838]

Cabinet minister, yes x 
Party head, yes

-0.762

[-1.894,0.370]

Cabinet minister, yes x 
MP, yes

-0.366

[-0.954,0.222]

Party head, yes x MP, yes -0.393
[-1.118,0.333]

Cabinet minister, yes x 
Party head, yes x MP, yes

0.659

[-0.520,1.837]

Duration of PM overall 
experience CM

-0.011

[-0.112,0.090]

Duration of PM overall 
experience as CM²

-0.012

[-0.032,0.009]

Duration PM served as MP 0.118*

[0.014,0.222]

Duration PM served as 
MP²

-0.019

[-0.041,0.003]

Duration PM served as PH 0.093*

[0.012,0.173]

Duration PM served as PH² -0.021**

[-0.037,-0.005]

Constant 0.455 0.192 -0.279 0.234
[-2.117,3.026] [-2.219,2.602] [-2.913,2.355] [-2.071,2.539]

Observations 2489 2489 2489 2489
R2 0.125 0.139 0.143 0.181
PM clusters 84 84 84 84
Cabinet clusters 128 128 128 128
AIC 5310.657 5280.294 5293.453 5162.587
95% confidence intervals in brackets
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Under  the  operational  logic  of  parliamentary  democracy,  cabinet  emerges  from  the
parliament.  This implies the strong overlap between parliamentary and cabinet experience,
potentially undermining the interactive specification of the effect of prime-ministerial career.
The following two tables testify that the formal rules and political practice actually produce
the different career patterns necessary to specify the interactive effect of prior offices. 

Table D6: Relationship between PMs' experience as MP and CM

Cabinet minister

Member of Parliament no yes Total

no 21 18 39
yes 44 48 92

Total 65 66 131

Table D7: Number of PMs' with prior ministerial experience and without parliamentary 
experience

Country CM without MP experience (N)

Bulgaria 0
Croatia 0
Czech Rep. 1
Estonia 4
Hungary 4
Latvia 4
Lithuania 1
Poland 1
Romania 1
Slovakia 1
Slovenia 1

Total 18

References

Doyle, D., & Elgie, R. (2016). Maximizing the reliability of cross-national measures of presidential 
power. British Journal of Political Science, 46(4), 731–741.

Grotz, F., & Weber, T. (2016). New parties, information uncertainty, and government formation: 
Evidence from Central and Eastern Europe. European Political Science Review, 8(3), 449–472.

Grotz, F., & Weber, T. (2017). Prime ministerial tenure in Central and Eastern Europe: The role of 
party leadership and cabinet experience. In P. Harfst, I. Kubbe, & T. Poguntke (Eds.), Parties, 
governments and elites: The comparative study of democracy (pp. 225–244). Wiesbaden: 
Springer.

Sikk, A. (2005). How unstable? Volatility and the genuinely new parties in Eastern Europe. European 
Journal of Political Research, 44(3), 391–412.


	Introduction
	Prime-ministerial performance in parliamentary democracies
	Explaining prime-ministerial performance through political careers
	Case selection, operationalization and data
	Dependent variable: Prime-ministerial performance
	Control variables

	Testing the relationship between career patterns and prime-ministerial performance
	Conclusion
	References
	Appendix A: List of Cases and Regression Results
	Appendix C: Reliability &Validity of the Expert Survey

