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During the 1990s post-communist countries faced similar challenges of administrative restructuring at the central level of executive government. Rationalization of cabinet structure has required, among other things, the consolidation of executive powers in the cabinet, the adoption of a functional instead of sectoral principle of ministerial organization, and streamlining the internal organization of cabinet and ministries.
 While the process of reorganizing existing functional ministries and abolishing sectoral ministries led to varying changes in the number and character of cabinet portfolios and cabinet positions in most of the countries in the region, these efficiency enhancing reforms of central governments did not impose a uniformity on cabinets across Central and Eastern Europe.  

This paper examines the sources of persistent variations in cabinet organization and size across space and over time. I start by analyzing the magnitude of quantitative differences among the cabinets in the region and by describing the temporal dynamics in the evolution of cabinet organization. I then discuss a number of structural, institutional, and political variables that can help to explain changes in cabinet organization and size. I argue that certain features of constitutional design, party system, and governing coalition have a significant affect on politicians’ willingness to proliferate cabinet portfolios and positions. Finally, I specify and test a statistical model that includes a number of institutional and political variables as determinants of cabinet size.

I. Cabinet organization and size

Political science literature’s focus is on the allocation of portfolios among the parties that constitute a ruling coalition.
 The administrative structure of the cabinet is exogenous to the vast majority of studies found in the literature. The number of ministries and ministries’ jurisdiction are assumed to be pre-established and constant. Political competition among parties during the cabinet formation process is about how to distribute this fixed number of pre-defined portfolios. 

What this literature does not address is how the different continuums of policy areas are sliced into separate portfolio jurisdictions and what determines the number of those portfolios in the first place. The literature does not say whether political factors have any effect on the likelihood of, for example, whether a new deputy prime-minister position will be created with broadly (vaguely) defined policy responsibilities or if any of new policy challenges will be assigned to the traditional ministries; whether the various issues of social policy will be addressed in one integrated ministry or will provide stimulus for creating several individual ministries (social welfare, labor, family and youth, etc.).

Answering this question is important because, as several studies sponsored by World Bank, OECD and other international organizations indicate, the way jurisdictions are defined or divided has a substantial impact on how policy is formulated and implemented.
 The change even in one portfolio is meaningful because it affects both the cabinet structure and cabinet decision-making process. The introduction or abolition of a ministry changes how policy areas are defined and who the principal decision-makers are. It also has the potential to affect the political balance in the executive by empowering or weakening certain bureaucratic and political interests. 

The lack of interest in political science literature to the structural aspects of cabinet organization is partly explained by the lack of variation in how the core portfolio jurisdictions are defined across the countries. As Laver and Shepsle argue, cabinets invariably include ministries of finance, foreign affairs, justice, defense, etc. This persistent similarity in the core structural composition of cabinet does not encourage  efforts to examine how political competition in the process of cabinet formation affect the overall structure of cabinet.
  Yet, a cursory look at the annual surveys of cabinet governments in democracies around the world, which are published by the European Journal of Political Research, indicates there is substantial variation in cabinet size across time and space.

Blondel and Muller-Rommel report a similar type of variation specifically with respect to Eastern European cabinets in a recent edited volume. They notice that the end of communism led to the general restructuring of cabinets across the region, making them more comparable in size and composition to their Western counterparts.
 While the chapters dealing with individual countries try to explain some of the instances where cabinet portfolios and ministerial positions were either added or abolished during the post-communist period, they are not concerned with the systematic analysis of political factors that could help to explain the persistent differences in cabinet organization both across the region and inside individual countries. 

The summary of these differences is presented in Table 1 below. 

**Table 1**

 Cabinet Organization and Size in Central and Eastern Europe, 1990-2002

The table offers two indicators of cabinet size and composition.
 The numbers in the fourth column represent the average, minimum and maximum number of cabinet portfolios or line ministries for each country. The numbers in the last column include both the cabinet ministers responsible for individual portfolios and other politicians who had the official status of cabinet member but did not hold a specific portfolio. Only full cabinet members who have an unrestricted right to vote in cabinet matters were included in the calculation of membership size.
 

The table shows that portfolio and membership averages for countries, as similar in underlying socio-economic and structural characteristics as, for example, Baltic republics, differ. There is also a substantial variation in numbers for the cabinets in the same country. In all but two countries listed in the table there was at least a four portfolio difference between the size of the smallest and the largest cabinets. In all but one country the largest cabinet had at least four more members than the smallest. 

In Figure 1 an attempt is made to capture the temporal dynamic of changes in cabinet size. 

** FIGURE 1**

Figure 1. Cabinet Size in Central and Eastern Europe, 1990q1-2002q2
Two previously discussed indicators of cabinet organization and size, cabinet portfolio and cabinet membership, are used to show how cabinet size changed over time in each country included into this study. Individual cabinets are denoted by the name of a prime-minister located on top of a membership point. When membership and portfolio size for the individual cabinet differ there are two data points, one for the number of portfolios and another for the number of cabinet members, associated with that cabinet. When membership and portfolio size coincide there is only one point associated with the cabinet. As was mentioned earlier, the number of cabinets differs across the countries.

As the figure indicates, most Central and Eastern European countries had the highest number of ministries and cabinet members around 1990-91, at the beginning of the democratic transition. During the first few years of the transition the majority of countries saw a substantial decline in the number of cabinet portfolios and cabinet members. This decline was neither uniform nor lasting. Cabinet size and membership varied greatly both inside and across the countries in the next several rounds of cabinet formation that followed the transitional period. 

II. Competition over patronage resources and  cabinet portfolio proliferation

Cabinet portfolios and ministerial positions are valuable rewards or prizes for political actors participating in the process of cabinet formation. As the previous section suggests, the total number of these rewards can vary from cabinet to cabinet both across time and country. The participants in cabinet formation have the final say on how many portfolios and positions will be in the cabinet. In game theoretic terms, decisions about the number of prizes in a cabinet formation game are not exogenous to the players’ calculations of game strategies.

 I argue that politicians’ willingness to proliferate cabinet portfolios and cabinet positions is affected by the specific characteristics of constitutional design, party system, and ruling coalition. These characteristics of a political system define the context in which political bargaining over cabinet takes place. They can make it more or less likely that political actors involved in cabinet formation will resort to creating new portfolios and ministerial positions as a way of resolving a conflict over the allocation of existing portfolios.

 A country’s constitutional design determines who are the principal participants in the cabinet formation process.  One major difference here is between parliamentary and semi-presidential regimes. While cabinet formation in parliamentary regimes is left primarily to the political parties represented in parliament, a semi-presidential constitutional design introduces another powerful player in the cabinet formation game, the president. Unlike the heads of states in parliamentary regimes, the popularly elected presidents in semi-presidential regimes play often an important role in nominating prime ministers and cabinets for parliamentary approval.

As literature on the various types of appointment games indicates, the nomination power provides an important first-move advantage for its beholder.
 In the context of the East European semi-presidential regimes it means that the presidents have real means to affect cabinet formation. Whether the president is politically affiliated with the ruling coalition in parliament or not, having his/her close associates in the cabinet strengthens  the president’s personal patronage base and enhances his/her political power. Other thing being equal, the president’s ability to use his/her nomination power for securing cabinet positions for his political clients makes cabinet formation in semi-presidential regimes more likely to lead to portfolio proliferation.

One example that partially illustrates this logic is the formation of the Nastase  cabinet after the November 2000 parliamentary and presidential elections in Romania.  The newly appointed cabinet had eight more ministerial positions than the previous Isarescu cabinet. In the process of forming a cabinet, the newly elected prime-minister Nastase had to deal with president Iliescu, an experienced politician who was returning to the office he held during the 1992-1996 period.  Although many factors contributed to such a dramatic rise in the number of cabinet positions, several analysts noted that many of the new cabinet members were close Iliescu’s associates and the same people who occupied cabinet posts during his previous incumbency as a president.
 

  In a somewhat different fashion, after the first popular presidential elections in Lithuania in 1993, president-elect Brazauskas not only managed to change a prime minister, who was in office for less than three months, but also to secure a cabinet that had one more ministerial position. The 1993 presidential elections inaugurated the semi-presidential regime in Lithuania. The cabinet formed after the elections was controlled by the same one-party parliamentary majority of the Lithuanian Democratic Labor Party (LDLP) that formed the previous cabinet a few months earlier. The introduction of presidency with substantial powers over cabinet appointment was the primary difference between two settings in which consecutive cabinets were formed.
 

The importance of pure patronage considerations in cabinet formation is also shaped by the character of party system. Herbert Kitschelt argued that post-communist party systems are characterized by a different mixture of ideological and clientelistic appeals. 
 Party systems which are structured primarily along clientelistic lines are characterized by a more explicit reliance on various types of patronage appointments than party systems with a predominantly ideological nature of political competition. 

The salience of clientelistic dimensions of party competition may thus affect the extent to which the explicit patronage appointments are tolerated in the political system in general and in cabinet formation in particular. In this sense, the differences in the nature of the party system can serve as important factors in explaining why patronage-based proliferation of cabinet portfolios and ministerial positions is more accepted  in some post-communist countries than in others.


The composition of a ruling coalition is another variable that has the potential to influence changes in cabinet size. Left-leaning coalitions, because of their beliefs in the virtue of big government, may be more prone to portfolio proliferation than their centrist or right counterparts. Another simple expectation here could be that the larger the number of political parties participating in the coalition the more likely that additional portfolios and ministerial positions will be created in the cabinet. A larger number of participants in the cabinet formation game makes it more difficult to allocate a limited number of cabinet posts and produces additional pressure to proliferate cabinet portfolios and positions.

A number of alternative specifications of party politicians’ incentives and  constraints in the cabinet formation game can also be envisioned.  Politicians’ ability to create new cabinet positions may be more dependent on whether a government coalition has majority or minority status rather than on the mere number of political parties participating in the coalition. Furthermore, the nature of majority government – whether it is a single party cabinet, minimum winning or oversized coalition – can also be consequential for our ability to explain the variation in the number of cabinet positions.   

Testing alternative hypotheses about political determinants of cabinet organization and size requires specifying a statistical model. Besides the political variables outlined above such a model has to include structural characteristics that might account for the differences in cabinet size across the different countries. Countries’ population size, organization of the Soviet-era cabinet, and other structural factors can affect the nature and magnitude of representation demands and thus cabinet organization and size. 

III. Political determinants of cabinet size and organization: specifying statistical model.
To assess the arguments and analyze which of the variables discussed in the previous section are significant predictors of cabinet size I examined several statistical models based on data from 81 cabinets, which were formed between 1990 and 2002 in the Central and East European countries listed in Table 1. The observations on cabinet size and other variables of interest were organized as time-series cross-sectional data which is characterized by “pooling” observations together: it is assumed that the size of the cabinet is characterized by the same regression equation at all points in time and across the countries. The observations are collected on a quarterly basis. Given the fact that new cabinets are not formed on quarterly, annual or any other type of regular time period, there are a number of missing observations, which varies across the countries. 

There are twelve countries listed in Table 1, but only ten panels/sections which contain observations on the size of newly formed cabinets in each individual country are specified in the data set.  The observations from two other countries, Russia and Ukraine, are not included in the analysis. The data on these two post-Soviet republics is not quite compatible with the rest of the sample.  During the first half of the 1990s the Russian and Ukrainian cabinets had at least twice as many ministries as any other East European cabinet. Including the observations from these countries into the analysis would create a data set with a bimodal distributional shape and thus would make using mean-based statistical techniques very problematic. It would also bias any analysis in favor of the argument about the positive effect of semi-presidentialism on cabinet growth.

Two measures of cabinet size provide for two alternative specifications of dependent variable.
 The first dependent variable, Portfolio, is the number of ministerial portfolios in cabinet. The ministry is the major structural component of cabinet organization. The number of portfolios is a sum of all ministerial structures found in any given cabinet. The second dependent variable is the number of cabinet members. This variable, Membership, includes both the heads of ministries and politicians who have the status of a cabinet member but do not preside over an executive agency. These politicians can serve as deputy prime ministers, ministers without portfolio, etc. The right to vote on matters requiring collective decision-making by the cabinet is the defining characteristic of cabinet membership. Both variables’ numeric values correspond to the actual numbers of portfolios and cabinet members found in each cabinet.

RegimeType is the main independent variable of interest. It is a dichotomous variable which takes on a value of 0 when the cabinet is formed under a parliamentary constitutional framework and a value of 1 when cabinet formation takes place under a semi-presidential constitution. The size of the cabinet is expected to be positively correlated with the change from 0 to 1 in regime type. A semi-presidential framework has been in place in Poland and Romania since 1991, in Lithuania since 1993, and in Moldova during the 1991 – 2000 period.
 

Another key independent variable is CabinetType.  It has two alternative specifications. In the first specification, cabinets are classified into three categories: minority cabinets, single party majority cabinets, and coalition majority cabinets. A single party majority cabinet is used as a reference category for creating two dummy variables, CoalitionMajorityCabinet and MinorityCabinet, which are included to explore whether the extent of cabinet’s support in parliament has an effect on cabinet size. Each cabinet that is a coalition majority cabinet has a score of 1 on the CoalitionMajority variable. Each cabinet that is minority cabinet receives a score of 1 on the Minority variable. In the second specification, NumberofParties is specified as the cabinet type variable. This variable’s numerical value corresponds to the number of parties that form a cabinet.

To capture the differences in the nature of the party system, which provide the context for political bargaining over cabinet formation, the dummy variable Clientelism is included in the alternative model specifications. The variable equals 1 if cabinet is formed in the context of a party system that is structured to a substantial degree by clientelistic linkages and patronage networks. Clientelistically structured party systems are likely to impose fewer constraints on the politicians’ willingness to proliferate cabinet posts. Following Kitschelt I consider party systems in Romania, Moldova, and Bulgaria as being shaped by clientelistic competition to a larger extent than party systems in other countries included in this analysis.
  

One might also expect that the mere size of a country has an effect on how representation demands are structured and how cabinets are organized. The CountrySize variable is intended to capture the size differences by comparing countries’ population size. It is measured in millions of people and ranges from 1,484 for Estonia to 38,595 millions for Poland.
 

The Pre-1990CabinetSize variable is introduced to control for the effects of path dependence on cabinet composition. Its numeric value corresponds to the actual number of portfolios and cabinet members in the last pre-1990 cabinet found in each country. Countries with larger numbers of cabinet ministries during the communist period can be expected to continue to produce larger cabinets and to encounter more difficulties in attempts to reorganize the cabinet. These difficulties are due to the fact that the sectoral organization of communist governments created several types of beneficiaries who developed vested interests in maintaining the existing cabinet structures and therefore support an oversized government. 

Regression analysis

To examine the relationship between cabinet size and a set of political variables I estimate the following model:

Portfolioi,t  = a +  b1Portfolioi,t-1 +b2RegimeTypei,t + b3CoalitionMajorityi,t + b4Minorityi,t   + b5Clientelismi,t + b6Pre-1990Portfolioi,t  + b7PopulationSizei,t  ei,t
          

                                                                                          (1)
where Portfolioi,t  is the measure of cabinet portfolio size for country i at time t   and Portfolioi,t-1 is a lagged dependent variable. Lagged dependent variables were included in the regression analysis to account for serial correlation.  When Membershipi,t,is used as a dependent variable, Membershipi,t-1  is a lagged dependent variable and b6Pre-1990Membershipi,t  is a pre-1990 cabinet size variable.

The regression equation for the second specification of a cabinet type variable, the number of cabinet parties, has the following form:

Portfolioi,t  = a + b1Portfolioi,t-1 +b2RegimeTypei,t + b3NumberofPartiesi,t + b4Minorityi,t   + b5Clientelismi,t + b6Pre-1990Portfolioi,t  + b7PopulationSizei,t  ei,t


                                                                                             (2)

where NumberofPartiesi,t  measures the number of parties that form a government coalition. 

OLS regression with panel-corrected standard errors is used in estimating the models. As Beck and Katz showed, OLS standard errors are inaccurate in the presence of a non-spherical error process found in time-series cross-section data sets. Estimates of the sampling variability of the OLS parameters are thus incorrect.  Using panel-corrected standard errors allows for correction of the OLS standard errors and thus produces more accurate estimates of the variability of the OLS estimates of b.

Empirical results

Table 2 presents the empirical findings of the regression analysis.  Models 1a and 2a have Portfolio as the dependent variable. Membership is a dependent variable in Models 1b and 2b. CoalitionMajority and NumberofParties are cabient type variables that are used in Models 1a/1b and Models 2a/2b respectively.
**Table 2**

The Least-Squares Models of Cabinet Size with Panel-Corrected Standard Errors: Models 1 and 2

Results from Table 2 are consistent with the main argument put forward in the previous section of this paper.
 Regime Type, a variable introduced to capture the hypothesized effects of constitutional design on the bargaining over cabinet formation, was highly significant in the expected direction. Controlling for a range of factors the change from 0 to 1 in the value of the regime type variable leads approximately to three portfolio or three cabinet member increase in all models. 

Table 2 also reveals that Clientelism is positively and significantly related to cabinet size. The change in the value of this variable produces a fairly large increase both in the number of cabinet portfolios and cabinet members. The parameter estimates for the lagged dependent variables, Portfolioi,t-1  and Membershipi,t-1  in all models are highly significant and positive as well.
 Of two variables intended to capture  the effects of communist institutional legacies, Pre-1990Portfolio and Pre-1990Membership, only Pre-1990Portfolio is significant but the magnitude of its negative effect is very small.  The size of a country, as proxied by PopulationSize, is not significantly related to cabinet size. 

The regression results provide little support for the existence of a relationship between the cabinet size and cabinet type variables. Models 1a and 1b included CoalitionMajority and Minority, two dummy variables introduced to control for cabinet type. Of these two variables, only CoalitionMajority was marginally significant in Model 1a. In this model, which had the number of portfolios as a dependent variable, CoalitionMajority was found to be negatively related to cabinet size and statistically significant at ( =.1. This finding of a weak negative relationship between coalition majority type of government and cabinet portfolio size might be due to the fact that coalition majority cabinets did not appear as often as other cabinet types during the earlier years of the 1990s in the data set assembled for this study.
 

An alternative way to code cabinet type was to examine how many parties, participate in the cabinet through the control of portfolios and cabinet membership. The logic behind this coding was that the larger the number of parties included in the cabinet the more likely portfolio and membership increase is. This expectation did not find statistical support. NumberofParties is significant neither  in Model 2a nor in Model 2b.

Refining cabinet type measures

The findings presented in Table 2 provide  substantial support for the significance of the key explanatory variables, RegimeType and Clentalism. Since a number of changes in constitutional design took place during the 1990-2002 period, RegimeType captures some of the in-country variation in circumstances surrounding cabinet formation.   To explore how this variation is affected by other political factors I estimate another statistical model:

Portfolioi,t  = a +  b1Portfolioi,t-1 +b2RegimeTypei,t + b3Lefti,t + b4Transitioni,t +  b5EUTalksi,t   +  b6Clientelismi,t + b7Pre-1990Portfolioi,t  + ei,t
          

(3)
Three new variables are introduced in Model 3. Left captures the variation in the ideological orientation of the cabinets. This variable takes a value of 1 if cabinet’s ideological orientation is left, otherwise it equals 0. Transition and EUTalks are intended to control for two important temporal changes that have the potential to affect the process of cabinet formation.
One might expect that politicians were under more pressure to enlarge cabinets during the early years of post-communist transition. Multiple compromises among different groups of communist and reformist elites during the transition involved bargaining over government positions. The influence of political actors, who were interested in maintaining the sectoral composition characteristic of pre-1990 cabinets, could also be expected to be the strongest during the first years of transition.   Transition takes a value of 1 if the cabinet was formed prior to 1994 and 0 if otherwise. This year is used as a threshold because the terms of most of the parliaments that presided over the transition from communism had expired by this time. 

  
At the same time, as a substantial body of literature suggests, prospects of joining the EU should provide important incentives for public administration reform.
 Portfolio and membership proliferation can be less likely if a country is about to become an EU member.  To see whether the EU enlargement process has an effect on cabinet size, a dummy variable, EU, is added. It takes a value of 1 if a country is in formal accession talks with the EU at the moment of cabinet formation and a value of 0 if otherwise. The Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, and Poland started EU accession talks in March 1998. Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, and the Slovak Republic joined the process in October 1999.

**Table 3**

The Least-Squares Model of Cabinet Size with Panel-Corrected Standard Errors: Model 3

Аs in Models 1 and 2, explanatory variables RegimeType and Clientelism in Models 3a and 3b are highly significant and have a similar effect on cabinet size. Neither Left nor Transition have been found to be related to cabinet size. Given the possibility of different interpretations of transition period, I have also tested different specifications of Transition without including them in Table 3. The variable took a value of 1 if the cabinet was formed prior to 1993 in one specification and prior to 1992 in another. Limiting the transition period to 1990-92 or 1990-91 did not change the findings.
 

 EUTalks was significant in Model 3a, which has  Portfolio as a dependent variable but not in Model 3b with Membership as a dependent variable. Model 3a indicates that accession talk with the EU led to approximately one portfolio decrease in cabinet size. This provides support for our initial expectation that entering formal negotiations with the EU imposes constraints on politicians’ ability to proliferate cabinet posts and produces incentives to reduce the number of cabinet portfolios. While most of the politicians entering the EU negotiations seemed to be willing to reduce the number of cabinet portfolios it remains to be seen whether this willingness will be maintained after the decisions about EU accession are reached and numerous accession–related constraints on politicians’ behavior are lifted.   

The finding from Model 3b that cabinet membership was not related to whether the cabinet was in the EU accession talks indicates that changes in cabinet membership numbers do not follow the same logic as changes in cabinet portfolios.  Given that  cabinet membership structure is less rigid than portfolio structure it might be cabinet membership where patronage battles will be primarily waged if the EU membership makes it more difficult for the East European politicians to change  the structure of cabinet portfolios.

IV. Implications and conclusion
This article explores a persistent variation in cabinet organization and size, a neglected issue in political science literature. My analysis questions the theoretical utility and empirical plausibility of a non-variant cabinet size assumption prevailing in this literature. Bargaining over cabinet formation is not exclusively defined by the competition over the control of pre-established portfolios; it often involves concerted efforts to change cabinet size and organization in order to accommodate the diverse interests of cabinet formation participants. I hypothesize that the features of constitutional design and party system characteristics systematically affect the outcomes of bargaining over cabinet organization and size.  To test my hypotheses I constructed a data set containing observations on cabinet formation in countries of Central and Eastern Europe. 

My evidence suggests that semi-presidential constitutional design makes cabinet portfolio and membership proliferation more likely. Presidents’ participation in cabinet formation, which is legitimized by their popular elections and sanctioned by constitutions, adds complexity to bargaining over cabinet composition and encourages the growth in cabinet size. Either the existing cabinet portfolio and membership positions are used or additional cabinet posts are often created in order to satisfy the presidents’ patronage base.  Even after excluding from the sample the observations on cabinet formation in two semi-presidential regimes with the most interventionist presidents, Russia and Ukraine, the cabinet size averages for semi-presidential regimes were substantially larger than cabinet averages for parliamentary regimes.  

The finding that parliamentary regimes perform better in controlling the size of central governments than semi-presidential regimes contributes to the growing interest in studying the policy implications of the different constitutional choices made in the post-communist countries. Our knowledge of how parliamentary and semi-presidential institutions have been put in place is more extensive than our understanding of the effects that these institutions have on policy formulation and implementation.
 Examining the dynamics of change in cabinet organization and size provides important information on how  an executive decision-making  organization evolves across time and space . 

The paper also suggests that further attempts to operationalize the strength of clientelism in various party systems may be beneficial in accounting for the variation in outcomes that either cabinet formation or policy-making literatures are seeking to explain.
 Party system clientelism was found to be an important predictor of politicians’ willingness to proliferate cabinet portfolios and membership positions. The more entrenched clientelistic norms are, the more likely that patronage-seeking demands of cabinet formation participants will be accommodated by creating new cabinet posts or by postponing necessary steps in downsizing and rationalizing the structure of oversized cabinets. 

The number of political parties in government coalition, the ideological orientation of cabinet, and its majority or minority status were not significant in predicting changes in cabinet size.  Coalition majority cabinets appear to be weakly related to changes in cabinet size. A different data set, the one which would contain a larger number of observations on cabinet formation, for example, from Western Europe, could allow more tests to be conducted involving the different measures of the extent of parliamentary support for cabinet. These tests could provide more insights into the relationship between cabinet type and cabinet size in different geographical and political contexts. 


Cabinet size in Eastern Europe was shown in this article to vary substantially. Although accession talks with the EU has been a significant predictor of politicians’ willingness to reduce the number of cabinet portfolios, which was one of the dependent variables in this research, the changes in cabinet size numbers can not be portrayed as a universal downward trend. As mentioned earlier, the experience of Western European cabinets indicate that variation in cabinet size persists even among the core EU countries.  The successful completion of EU talks may undermine the discipline in cabinet formation matters that current negotiations impose on politicians aspiring to join the EU. In addition, cabinet membership, the other dependent variable in this research, proved to be not susceptible to the changes in these negotiations.

  Understanding the reasons behind the changes in cabinet portfolio structure and cabinet membership are important in any democratic context where parliamentary or semi-presidential rules structure cabinet formation process. The variation in cabinet organization has a substantial effect on the level of diffusion or concentration of executive authority, availability of alternative routes for decision-making, and the adversarial or complementary character of bureaucratic organization. Current thinking on good governance will benefit from a more systematic analysis of how party system evolution and variation in institutional design affect cabinet organization and size. 

Table 1
 Cabinet Organization and Size in Central and Eastern Europe, 1990-2002

	Country
	Type of Constitutional Regime

	Number of Cabinets

	Average Number of Cabinet Portfolios,

(minimum/maximum)


	Average Number of Cabinet Members

(minimum/maximum)

	Bulgaria
	Parliamentary
	7
	16 (14/18)
	16 (14/18)

	Czech Republic
	Parliamentary
	5
	15 (14/17)
	17 (17/20)

	Estonia
	Parliamentary
	10
	13 (12/17)
	15 (13/17)

	Hungary
	Parliamentary
	5
	13 (13/14)
	16 (14/19)

	Latvia
	Parliamentary
	10
	14 (12/17)
	14 (13/17)

	Lithuania
	Semi-presidential
	12
	16 (13/19)
	16 (13/21)  

	Moldova
	Semi-presidential
	9
	22 (17/27)
	25 (18/30)

	Poland
	Semi-presidential
	9
	19  (16/20)
	21 (16/27)

	Romania
	Semi-presidential
	7
	22 (17/35)
	25 (19/39)

	Russia 
	Semi-presidential
	7
	29 (24/37)
	32 (29/41)

	Slovakia
	Parliamentary
	7
	17 (14/23)
	19 (15/23)

	Ukraine
	Semi-presidential
	9
	29 (14/34)
	33 (18/42)


Sources
: Author’s calculation; data from Europa World Yearbook, Europa Yearbook on Eastern Europe and the Commonwealth of Independent States.
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Figure 1. Cabinet Size in Central and Eastern Europe,1990q1-2002q2


Table 2

The Least-Squares Models of Cabinet Size with Panel-Corrected Standard Errors: Models 1 and 2

	Model
	1a
	1b
	2a
	2b

	Regime Type
	3.283**

(.954)


	3.058**

(1.297)
	3.340**

(1.017)
	3.374**

(1.317)

	Previous Number of Cabinet Portfolios


	.276**

(.090)
	_
	.268**

(.091)


	_

	Previous Number of Cabinet Members
	_


	.278**

(.083)
	_
	.285**

(.083)

	Pre-1990 Cabinet Size
	-.092**

(.041)


	-.060 

(.040)
	-.093**

(.040)

  
	-. 067*

(.039)

	Coalition Majority Cabinet
	-1.899*

(1.069)


	-.613

(1.449)
	_
	_

	Minority Cabinet
	-1.626

(1.129)


	-.853

(1.476)
	-.170

(.623)
	.060

(.799)

	Number of Parties in Cabinet
	_


	_
	-.112

(.192)
	.347

(.263)

	Clientelism
	2.271**

(.850)


	2.839**

(1.10)
	2.545**

(.842)
	3.048**

(1.038)

	Country size


	.005

(.034)
	.018

(.053) 
	-.001

(.035)
	-.003

(.054)

	Constant
	13.820***

(1.857)


	13.232 ***  

(2.204)
	12.659***

(1.674)
	1.739 ***  

(2.092)

	R2
	.627


	0.542
	.610
	0.553

	N
	74
	74
	74
	74


Notes: Panel-corrected standard errors are given in parentheses below the least squares coefficients.

***P<0.001, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10 (two-tailed tests for the variable coefficients)

Table 3

The Least-Squares Model of Cabinet Size with Panel-Corrected Standard Errors: Model 3

	Model
	3a
	3b

	Regime Type
	3.296***

(.705)


	3.661***

(.964)

	Previous Number of Cabinet Portfolios


	.250**

(.096)
	_

	Previous Number of Cabinet Members
	_


	.249**

(.092)

	Pre-1990 Cabinet Size
	-.085**

(.029)


	-.067**

(.026)

	Clientelism
	2.567**

(.803)


	2.909**

(1.052)

	Left
	.755

(.638)


	-.529

(.936)

	EU accession 
	-1.348**

(.637)


	-1.346

(.883)

	Transition


	-.131

(.664)
	-.016

(1.019)



	Constant
	12.508***

(1.857)


	13.654***

(1.662)

	R2
	.628


	.555

	N
	74
	74


Notes: Panel-corrected standard errors are given in parentheses below the least squares coefficients.

***P<0.001, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10 (two-tailed tests for the variable coefficients) 

Appendix 1

Descriptive Statistics
	Variable
	Mean
	Standard deviation
	Minimum
	Maximum

	Portfolio
	16.64
	4.13
	12
	35

	Membership
	18.32
	4.84
	13
	39

	Regime Type
	.374
	.486
	0
	1

	Previous Number of Cabinet Portfolios


	17.64
	5.76
	12
	41

	Previous Number of Cabinet Members
	19.75


	7.37
	13
	51

	Clientelism
	.30
	.459
	0
	1

	Pre-1990 Cabinet Portfolio
	25.28


	9.35
	13
	41

	Pre-1990 Cabinet Members
	30.58
	12.60
	16
	51

	Coalition Majority Cabinet
	.595
	.494
	0
	1

	Minority Cabinet
	.304
	.463
	0
	1

	Number of Parties in Cabinet
	2.73


	1.57
	1
	7

	EU
	.168


	.374
	0
	1

	Country size


	10.78
	10.95
	1.48
	38.60

	Left
	.210
	.410


	0
	1

	Transition
	.320


	.467
	0
	1


� Postdoctoral Fellow, Chair of Ukrainian Studies, University of Ottawa, Ottawa, Canada.


� World Bank, The State in the Changing World (Washington, DC:  World Bank, 1997); OECD, Building policy coherence: tools and tensions (Paris: OECD, 1997); Barbara Nunberg, The State after Communism: Administrative Transitions in Central and Eastern Europe (Washington, DC:  World Bank, 1999).


� Michael Laver and Kenneth Shepsle, Making and Breaking Governments: Cabinets and Legislatures in Parliamentary Democracies (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996); Michael Laver and Norman Schofield, Multiparty Government: the Politics of Coalition in Europe  (Oxford:  Oxford University Press, 1990); Kaare Strom, Minority Government and Majority Rule (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990); Paul V. Warwick, and James N. Druckman, "Portfolio Salience and the Proportionality of Payoffs in Coalition Governments," British Journal of Political Science 31 (2001).


�World Bank (fn.1); Nunberg (fn.1); Andrei Schleifer and Daniel Treisman The Economics and Politics of Transition to an Open Market Economy: Russia (OECD, 1998); Andrei Schleifer and Daniel Treisman The Economics and Politics of Transition to an Open Market Economy: Russia (OECD, 1998); Alex Sundakov, “The Machinery of Government and Economic Policy” in Peter K. Cornelius and Patrick Lenain, Ukraine: Accelerating the Transition to Market (Washington:  International Monetary Fund, 1997);





� Laver and Shepsle (fn.2). While stressing the fact that the substantive structure of core cabinet portfolios remains similar across West European democracies, the authors acknowledge that the problem of cabinet portfolio composition is undertheorised.  


� Katz and Koole (fn.2).


� Jean Blondel and Ferdinand Muller-Rommel, eds., Cabinets in Eastern Europe (New York: Palgrave, 


2001).


� Portfolio and membership numbers were recorded for each newly formed cabinet. A new cabinet was defined as taking office whenever a successful parliamentary vote of confirmation took place. Numbers for acting cabinets were not included in the calculations. Scarcity of frequently recorded, reliable and consistent data on cabinet size and organization in Eastern Europe prevented the adding of other indicators of cabinet change that can be found in the literature on OECD countries, such as party withdrawal from the cabinet, inclusion of a new party in the cabinet, simultaneous change of four or more cabinet ministers, etc. For the discussion of these indicators, see Koole and Katz (fn. 2). 


Although several sources of information on cabinet size and composition are available, collecting longitudinal data on this specific aspect of cabinet organization in Eastern Europe continues to be a   challenging task. To insure consistency and comparability of data I chose to rely primarily on two types of reference materials, which are indicated in the table. Only when data on portfolio and membership numbers was not available in these materials I did consult other sources.  





� State secretaries, first deputy ministers and other politicians are regarded as members of the cabinet in several East European countries. Their right to vote in cabinet matters, however, is limited largely to the specific issues that fall under the jurisdictions of their cabinet ministries or departments. Excluding cabinet members with restricted voting rights from Table 1 allows me to discuss more comparable numbers of political decision-makers in a cabinet.  


� Roderick Kiewiet and Matthew McCubbins, "Appropriations Decisions as a Bilateral Bargaining Game between President and Congress", Legilslative Studies Quarterly 9 (1985).


� “Romania Update”, East European Constitutional Review  9 (Fall 2000); “Romania Update”, East European Constitutional Review  10 (Winter 2001).


� Blondel and Muller-Rommel (fn. 2).





� Herbert Kitschelt, "Formation of Party Cleavages in Post-Communist Democracies", Party Politics 1 (June 1995).





� The large number of observations on Russian and Ukrainian cabinets, which have on average more than 30 portfolios and cabinet member positions, creates a second “peak” in a graph of the frequency distribution. Bimodality suggests that two different kinds of cases are mixed together. The usual statistical advice is to identify the two kinds of data and examine them separately.


� Descriptive statistics for all variables included in the analysis are presented in Appendix I.


� The Moldovan constitution was substantially amended in July 2000. The constitutional amendments established a parliamentary form of government, circumscribed the presidency, and provided for the indirect elections of the president. The January 1999 amendments to the Slovak constitution introduced popular election of the president in Slovakia. At the time of writing this article, there had been only one cabinet formed under the new rules in Moldova and none in Slovakia. For the discussion of constitutional amendments see respectively, “Moldova Update” in East European Constitutional Review 9 (Fall 2000), and “Slovakia Update” in East European Constitutional Review 8 (Winter 1999).


� Kitschelt (fn. 21).


� United Nations Population Division, Population Database /1995 estimates/, at


� HYPERLINK "http://esa.un.org/unpp/index.asp?panel=1" ��http://esa.un.org/unpp/index.asp?panel=1�, 


� For an elaborate discussion of the effects that institutional legacies of communism have on administrative restructuring , see Barbara Nunberg (fn. 3).











� Nathaniel Beck and Jonathan N. Katz, “What to do (and not to do) with time-series cross-section data,” American Political Science Review 89, no.3 (1995). 


� Data on 74 out of 81 cases of cabinet formation was included in the regression analysis. Observations on some variables were missing for the following cabinets:  1990 Savisaar and 1992 Vahi cabinets in Estonia, 1990 Prunskiene and 1991 Vagnorius cabinets in Lithuania, 1990 Druc and 1991 Muravschi cabinets  in Slovakia. The case of the 1990 Roman cabinet in Romania was excluded from the analysis because it is an extreme outlier on both dependent variables. Due to the specific circumstances of its formation after the violent overthrow of the communist regime, the Roman cabinet included 35 portfolios and 39 members. These numbers make the Roman cabinet stand far apart from the rest of the cases. 





� Beck and Katz provide a detailed discussion of options for handling serial correlation. Treating cross-sectional complications of data via a lagged dependent variable has several advantages vis-à-vis treating the same dynamics via calculating and transforming serially correlated errors. Stimulation of clear thinking about the underlying logic of the model is the most important of those advantages. Beck and Katz (fn. 28).


� A number of technocratic and single party cabinets during the early 1990s had large cabinet portfolio and membership size. With the passing of time, additional observations on cabinet size should provide more data for additional testing of whether the extent of cabinet’s support in parliament has an effect on cabinet size.


� Barbara Nunberg, Ready for Europe: Public Administration Reform and European Union Accession in Central and Eastern Europe (Washington D.C.: World Bank, 2000); OECD-SIGMA, Preparing Public Administration for the European Administrative Space (SIGMA    Paper 23, 1998);  Karen Henderson, ed., Back to Europe: Central and Eastern Europe and the European Union, (London: UCL Press, 1999)�





� Official EU information on EU enlargement  can be found at http://europa.eu.int/comm/enlargement/negotiations/index.htm


� To test the robustness of the results in all three models discussed in this paper I dropped each country from the analysis one at a time and re-estimated each model to determine whether the results depend on observations from a single country. Neither sign nor significance of primary variables of interest was affected by these changes.


� Terry M. Moe, "Integrating politics and organizations: positive theory and public administration", Journal of Public Administration Research & Theory  4 (1994); Kent R. Weaver and Bert A. Rockman, eds., Do Institutions Matter? Government Capabilities in the United States and Abroad, (Washington, D.C.: Brookngs Institution, 1993).


� Herbert Kitschelt, "Linkages between citizens and politicians in democratic polities", Comparative Political Studies 33 (2000).


� Data collected as of 30.06.2002. 


� The regime type that was in place for the most of the 1990-2002 period; in some cases there were 


changes in a regime type during the period.


� Number of new cabinets since 01.01. 1990.


� Europa Publications Limited, The Europa World Yearbook (London:  Europa Publications Limited, (1989-2002); Europa Publications Limited, Eastern Europe and the Commonwealth of Independent States (London:  Europa Publications Limited, 1992, 1994, 1996).








3

