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Abstract
In this study, we investigate the impact of the age of prime ministers and ministers on
the stability of governments across 21 democracies. We examine this issue by using Cox
survival analysis, leveraging an original dataset and adopting a comparative perspective.
The findings of the study document that younger prime ministers face a lower risk of gov-
ernment discretionary termination compared to their older counterparts. This effect does
not appear to be statistically significant for cabinet ministers. By shedding light on this
uncharted relationship, we contribute to the flourishing literature on youth representation
in politics and the established research agenda on the factors affecting the survival in office
of democratic governments. We conclude the study by discussing the implications of the
findings for democracy and suggesting avenues for future research.

Keywords: government stability; prime ministers; ministers; age; survival analysis

Will it last? This is one of the main political questions citizens, pundits and politicians
ask and debate on when a new government is sworn in, generally following an election
or a cabinet reshuffle. This question has raised considerable concern also for political
scientists, who have developed, since the 1960s, an established research agenda in com-
parative politics on the issue of government stability, examining what factors underpin
the longer or shorter tenure in office of ruling parties. Past contributions have already
shed important light on multiple related aspects – for example scrutinizing the impact
of specific cabinet attributes or critical exogenous shocks (Strøm et al. 1988). However,
within this broad topic, the sociodemographic characteristics of rulers, particularly
their age, have received relatively limited attention in comparative political research.
We argue that the age profile of primeministers andministers deserves further investi-
gation in relation to government stability.This article thus scrutinizes the impact of the
age of prime ministers and ministers on the stability of governments in 21 established
democracies.

© The Author(s), 2025. Published by Cambridge University Press on behalf of Government and Opposition Ltd. This is an
Open Access article, distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution licence (http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by/4.0), which permits unrestricted re-use, distribution and reproduction, provided the original article is
properly cited.
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2 Marco Improta and Elisabetta Mannoni

We specifically examine how rulers of different age groups affect the risk of a
government’s termination, particularly in discretionary situations such as voluntary
resignations, conflict-based collapses and early election calling. By doing so, we seek to
uncover whether younger prime ministers and ministers are more successful in main-
taining stable governments compared to their counterparts. Throughout this article,
we define younger rulers as individuals under the age of 45, middle-aged rulers as
those between 45 and 60, and older rulers as those over 60. These thresholds reflect
the age brackets used by the Inter-Parliamentary Union (2021) to define youth in pol-
itics. The motivations for this study are also grounded in additional considerations.
Recent scholarly work emphasized that young people are severely underrepresented
in electoral contests (e.g. Stockemer et al. 2023) and representative institutions, both
in parliament (Angelucci et al. 2024; Stockemer and Sundström 2023; Sundström and
Stockemer 2018) and in cabinet (Stockemer and Sundström 2021, 2022). The absence
of youth in politics may significantly undermine the quality of democratic systems
as it poses serious issues concerning the descriptive and substantive representation
of such categories (Corcoran 2017; Pitkin 2023). This absence may also contribute to
increased feelings of detachment and apathy in young people, further distancing them
from political participation (e.g. Cammaerts et al. 2014).

Previous studies indicate that government stabilitymatters because it affects democ-
racies’ capacity to address long-term challenges (Improta and Mannoni 2024). In this
sense, exploring how sociodemographic traits – such as age – impact stability has both
theoretical and practical relevance. If, as shown in studies on gender (Wängnerud
2009), descriptive representation affects substantive outcomes, then the same may
hold for age. Younger leaders may be more inclined to embrace long-termism and
future-oriented perspectives (Lees and Praino 2024), contributing to more durable
governments.

What happens when young people are successful in entering political institu-
tions? In particular, what happens when they are capable of reaching the highest
arena – the governmental one? We begin to answer this question by scrutinizing the
impact of age on government stability. Considering the difficulties encountered by
younger politicians, we argue that younger rulers face augmented incentives to pro-
mote stability in office compared to their older counterparts. First, younger rulers
may seek stability in office as part of their long-term political career-building goals,
aiming to secure a more durable presence in representative institutions (Fjellman
and Rosén Sundström 2021; Haratsis et al. 2015). Second, older leaders may face a
reduced incentive to prioritize stability, given the potential issues of accumulation
and overload. That is due to the cumulative psychological and cognitive pressures
associated with long political careers. Research shows that senior politicians often
operate under chronic stress, face decision overload and may rely more heavily on
heuristics to cope with time-constrained, high-stakes environments1 (e.g. Flinders
et al. 2020; Weinberg 2022; Wynn et al. 2024). While such experience-based short-
cuts may be functional, they can also reduce flexibility and responsiveness, both
of which are crucial to sustaining coalition governance (e.g. Powell 2004). In this
regard, Joseph A. Schlesinger (1966: 9) argued that ‘the older a politician the less
chance he has for promotion and the less likely he is to harbour ambitions to
advance’.
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Government and Opposition 3

Along these lines, this study aims to address three interrelated research questions:

1. How does the age of prime ministers impact the stability of governments?
2. Do cabinets with younger ministers exhibit greater stability than those com-

posed of older politicians?
3. What role do age-related factors play when controlling for classic determinants

of government stability?

To investigate the impact of age on government stability, this article employs sur-
vival analysis, specifically the Cox proportional hazards model. Before being utilized
in political and social research, this method has been traditionally used in medical
research (e.g. Motzer et al. 2013). Then survival analysis became the standard in gov-
ernment stability investigation (King et al. 1990), as it is well suited for examining the
duration of time until a specific event occurs – in this case, the termination of a cabi-
net. Governments, much like individuals, face a ‘hazard’ or risk of failure, and survival
analysis allows us to measure how different factors, such as the age of rulers, influence
the risk of termination over time.

In this study, we hypothesize that younger primeministers andministers,2 whohave
more at stake in terms of career prospects (Alesina et al. 2019; Schlesinger 1966), may
prioritize stability and long-term-oriented ruling, thereby reducing the likelihood of
government termination. To test the study’s hypotheses, we leverage an original dataset
comprising information on governments in 21 established democracies (Western
Europe and Israel),3 adding information on the rulers’ age from the Worldwide Age
Representation in Cabinet (WARC) dataset (Stockemer and Kolodziejczyk 2024). All
selected countries feature either parliamentary or premier-presidential systems in
which executive power is primarily vested in the prime minister.

The remainder of this article proceeds as follows. In the next section, we provide
a review of the literature on the age of rulers and on government stability. We then
present the hypotheses of the study. The following section illustrates the data and
methodology, detailing the country sample, variables and estimation utilized. Then
we offer an overview of temporal and national trends, followed by the results of the
empirical analyses. The final section concludes the article, summarizing its findings
and contributions, and suggesting avenues for future research.

Theoretical background
Age of rulers
Age has traditionally received considerable attention in political science.This is unsur-
prising, as it is a sociodemographic characteristic crucial for understanding various
topics in political science research.4 In light of the scholarly interest in this matter, we
know much about how different political phenomena are influenced by or vary across
different age groups.

For instance, as regards the role of politicians’ age, a flourishing research agenda
has started to examine the issue of youth representation in political institutions, doc-
umenting a worrying problem of underrepresentation (for an extensive review, see
Stockemer and Sundström 2022). A growing body of research emphasizes that a higher
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4 Marco Improta and Elisabetta Mannoni

presence of young politicians in terms of candidacy, legislative representation and cab-
inet responsibility would be beneficial for a democracy, based on the perspective of
social group representation (Norris and Franklin 1997). For instance, having more
young representatives (i.e. descriptive representation) could contribute to greater inter-
generational justice (Tremmel 2009), as well as increased youth turnout (e.g. Angelucci
et al. 2024) and electoral support for younger politicians (Sevi 2021).

The existing scientific research on the age of politicians can be broadly categorized
into three main areas (Stockemer and Sundström 2022). First, studies have highlighted
the prevalence of older politicians in representative institutions as limiting the presence
of youth to often single digits, yet without providing empirical tests of such assump-
tions (Blondel 2016). Although the theory makes intuitive sense, empirical evidence
for this type of consideration is scarce. Second, research based on case studies confirms
the overrepresentation ofmiddle-aged and older politicians – see for example Ransford
van Gyampo on Ghana (2015) and Rainbow Murray on France (2014). In more detail,
these studies reinvigorate the conclusion that the age group between 45 and 60 con-
stitutes the largest share of elected politicians, and that the percentage of young rulers
tends to be limited. Third, some comparative analyses have investigated the issue by
comparing age representation in different national legislatures. The derived findings
further confirm the overrepresentation of older rulers (Narud and Valen 2000).

Moreover, alongside theoretical, case-study and comparative approaches, other
scholars have investigated the underpinnings of the observable variations when it
comes to youth representation. On the one hand, scholars have demonstrated that
electoral systems play a role, with proportional representation electoral systems mak-
ing it easier for young politicians to enter representative institutions (Joshi 2013;
Stockemer and Sundström 2018). Additionally, Mona Lena Krook and Mary Nugent
(2018) noticed that the age barriers for candidacy represent a crucial factor when it
comes to youth representation in institutions. Age requirements for candidacy can
indeed discourage young individuals from running for office, thus reinforcing the over-
representation of older people in representative assemblies and governments. In Krook
and Nugent’s work (2018), legislative bodies with stricter age requirements are found
to have higher average ages among their members.

While the parliamentary representation of younger politicians has been deeply
investigated, the governmental arena remains quite an uncharted area. In their book
on youth representation in parliaments, candidacies and cabinets, Daniel Stockemer
and Aksel Sundström (2022) started to fill this gap, providing an in-depth study of
youth presence in government. However, there are still several research questions to
address regarding the relationship between young individuals and their representa-
tion in cabinet positions. As Stockemer and Sundström (2022) noticed, the study of
the lack of representation of youth in the executive branch is severely underdeveloped
in political research as neither international organizations nor the academic literature
have produced any systematic examination of this matter. As they argue, ‘this is sur-
prising, given that a position in the cabinet is the highest office a politician can access’
(Stockemer and Sundström 2022: 89).

By scrutinizing the impact of younger rulers on the stability of governments in a
comparative perspective, we aim to contribute to this research agenda, starting to fill
some related gaps.
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Government and Opposition 5

Government stability research
Thestability of governments in parliamentary democracies has been a relevant concern
for political scientists since the very beginning of the discipline (Laver 2003). Scholars
have devoted considerable attention to the matter, exploring in particular institutional
(Fernandes and Magalhães 2016; Hazan and Rasch 2023; Lijphart 1999; Rubabshi-
Shitrit and Hasson 2023; Schleiter and Morgan-Jones 2009), political (e.g. Chiru 2015;
Saalfeld 2008) and economic factors (e.g. Hellström and Walther 2019; Warwick 1992)
influencing the lifespans of governments.5 As a result of previous scholarly contribu-
tions, we learned that governments differ in their survival rates depending on, inter
alia, the fragmentation and polarization of the political system (Bergmann et al. 2023;
Grotz and Weber 2012), the level of inter- and intra-party conflicts (Improta 2024;
Marangoni and Vercesi 2015),6 the level of popular support (Walther and Hellström
2019) and economic conditions like unemployment and inflation rates (Cioffi-Revilla
1984; Pinto 2018).

Government stability research has also evolved considerably over time. In his work,
Michael Laver (2003) observed that early 1980s literature emphasized that stable gov-
ernments were typically characterized by either a single-partymajority or ideologically
cohesive minimal-winning coalitions operating in a party system with low fragmen-
tation. On the other hand, governments formed by ideologically diverse minority
coalitions in fragmented systems were seen as prone to instability. This view formed
the foundation of structural attributes theories, which posited that the stability of gov-
ernments, as measured by their duration, could be predicted deterministically based
on the characteristics of cabinets at the time of formation (Strøm et al. 1988). Scholars
within this tradition found success in their analyses, as the attributes identified seemed
intuitively sound (Laver 2003).

While structural attributes theories became dominant in explaining government
stability, a contrasting approach, known as the critical events theory, was gaining trac-
tion. Pioneered by Eric C. Browne et al. (1986), this approach took a stochastic view,
suggesting that governments are subject to ‘critical events’ such as economic crises,
wars, scandals or even the sudden death of key officials. One of the first studies apply-
ing this approach to government stability was Claudio Cioffi-Revilla’s (1984) analysis
of Italian government survival probabilities, where he demonstrated that Italian cabi-
nets collapsed unpredictably, challenging the deterministic assumptions of structural
attributes theorists. Following this, survival models were used to study government
downfalls across a broader range of democracies (e.g. Browne et al. 1986). According
to critical events theorists, government stability was less about cabinet attributes and
more about random, exogenous shocks.

However, critical events theories faced criticism due to the lack of (strong) empir-
ical support. In an analysis of 12 democracies, only Belgium, Finland, Israel and
Italy supported Browne et al.’s (1986) predictions (Müller et al. 2008). This mismatch
led to heated debates between the two research traditions, often referred to as the
‘survival debates’ (Warwick 1992).Themost prominent exchange occurred in an influ-
ential American Political Science Review article (Strøm et al. 1988), where scholars
such as Kaare Strøm, Browne’s research group and Cioffi-Revilla debated the best
approach to analysing coalition government duration in parliamentary democracies.
Strøm et al. (1988) focused on addressing the main criticisms made by critical events
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6 Marco Improta and Elisabetta Mannoni

theorists against the structural attributes approach, the most relevant of which was
related to the issue of determinism.

The survival debates’ primary focus was on identifying the most suitable event-
history methodology to analyse government duration, rather than on the substantive
aspects of this process. This methodological debate was largely resolved with the rise
of event-history models (King et al. 1990). Notably, the pioneering work by Gary King
et al. (1990) introduced a novel framework for exploring this topic, commonly known
as the ‘unified approach’. In order to address the core methodological issues and bring
clarity to the field, King et al. (1990) proposed a fundamentally stochastic model that
nevertheless incorporated the hazard rate of governments as a function of various inde-
pendent variables, many of which are specific attributes of individual governments
(Improta 2023; Laver 2003). By doing so, King et al. built upon and advanced the early
work of Browne et al. by enhancing the statistical theory and methods used to study
government stability.

The unified approach underlines that the pattern of government terminations
observed resembles a Poisson process, implying that government duration is not
assumed to follow a normal distribution but rather is given an appropriate functional
form (King et al. 1990). Shortly after the unified approach was introduced, a grow-
ing body of literature began refining and expanding upon the strategy proposed by
King et al. (1990). One of the most prominent attempts was made by Arthur Lupia and
Kaare Strøm (1995), who developed a dynamic model of discretionary cabinet disso-
lutions, highlighting the role of transaction costs in shaping these dynamics (see also
later refinements: Lupia and Strøm 2008).

After the adoption of the unified approach, subsequent debates focused mainly on
the shape of hazard rates (Diermeier and Stevenson 1999), sparking various method-
ological discussions on this topic and its implications (see, for example, Diermeier
and Merlo 2000; Diermeier and Stevenson 1999). A key insight offered by King et al.
(1990) was the importance of the government formation stage in determining cab-
inet longevity. Specifically, they argued that a high number of formation attempts
(empirically captured with bargaining duration) reflect a complex bargaining environ-
ment, increasing the likelihood of frequent terminations. However, while the unified
approach served as a turning point in resolving methodological aspects of the survival
debate, it left certain theoretical issues unresolved (Laver 2003).

Around the turn of the century, scholars of executive politics began tackling the
challenge of linking various stages in the lifecycle of coalition governments to pro-
vide a comprehensive theory of government stability. For many years, the stages of
a coalition government’s life – namely, its formation, governance and termination –
were treated as separate research areas with distinct theoretical and methodological
approaches. This compartmentalized view undermined the development of a holis-
tic framework for analysing the multiple stages that characterize both single-party
and coalition governments. The first major effort to propose a dynamic perspective
on coalition politics came with Strøm et al.’s (2008) work, Cabinets and Coalition
Bargaining: The Democratic Life Cycle in Western Europe. Recently, some advance-
ments on such a dynamic perspective have been offered by Wolfgang Müller et al.
(2024).
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Government and Opposition 7

However, despite several efforts dedicated to investigating the drivers of govern-
ment instability, we still know very little about the impact of the prime minister’s or
other government ministers’ sociodemographic characteristics (for a notable excep-
tion, see Krauss and Kroeber 2021). Filling this gap appears to be a relevant task, as
prime ministers and ministers play a crucial role when it comes to governing. That is,
they hold a significant share of responsibility regarding policy design and implementa-
tion (e.g. Alexiadou 2015). Thus, revealing their role concerning the stability in office
of the whole executive would allow us to have a better understanding of the factors
influencing government stability and also shed some important light on the role of age
characteristics on this matter.

Hypotheses
In this article, we hypothesize that governments controlled by younger prime minis-
ters and populated by younger cabinet ministers have a reduced risk of discretionary
termination, compared to governments of older rulers. We base our hypotheses on
some major conceptualizations of the role of youth in democratic politics. First,
we advance a societally driven consideration. Democracies are by definition in flux:
changes in political and social institutions, according to modernization theory (Lipset
1959), should reflect a gradual adaptation to the values and needs of a modern-
izing society. In this vein, young rulers should be viewed as agents of innovation
and change, being more attuned to contemporary societal values and expectations
(Lipset 1964).

Second, younger leaders should also be more incentivized to promote stable gov-
ernance – by conducting a less confrontational ruling style, for example, especially
with coalition partners – to secure a long political career trajectory. Such concerns,
indeed, should be less relevant for older rulers (Schlesinger 1966). In conjunction
with this, agency theory applied to career-building suggests that individuals with long-
term career prospects are motivated to ensure stability to foster a positive reputation
(Alexiadou 2015; Jensen and Meckling 1976). Thus, young prime ministers and min-
isters may be more motivated when in office to avoid conflictual behaviours that could
lead to a premature end of the government, thereby preserving stability as a means to
advance their political careers.7

Third, government decisions should be deemed asmore legitimate when youth rep-
resentation in cabinet is greater (Norris and Franklin 1997; Stockemer and Sundström
2022). This is because young people represent a large portion of the population which
often remains significantly underrepresented in political institutions (Angelucci et al.
2024).

Fourth, previous research shows that younger politicians are often more success-
ful in attracting funds and are also more active when it comes to legislative activities
(Alesina et al. 2019; Stockemer and Sundström 2022).8

All things considered, we should expect stabilizing potential from young rulers.
However, we are aware that there are strong reasons to expect quite opposite effects,
as young politicians could also be considered as more exposed to risks of instability
based on their lack of accumulated experience in office compared to older prime min-
isters and ministers. Nonetheless, we rely on previous research and existing evidence
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8 Marco Improta and Elisabetta Mannoni

stressing and documenting that younger politicians face stability-oriented incentives as
they expect to have longer political careers and therefore have stronger career concerns
(Alesina et al. 2019; Fjellman and Rosén Sundström 2021; Haratsis et al. 2015).9
Furthermore, other researchmaintains (though it has not been empirically tested) that
older ministers will be less durable than younger ones as the former have reached the
end of their career, while younger ones have larger portions of their career path ahead
of them (Bäck et al. 2009; Blondel 1991; Fischer et al. 2012).10

Table 1 summarizes the hypothesized mechanisms of our study:

Table 1. Hypothesized Effects of Younger Prime Ministers and Ministers on Government Stability

Mechanism Expected effect on stability Expected sign

Modernization Young leaders, aligned with modern val-
ues, increase government stability through
innovation and adaptability to societal needs

Positive (+)

Career-building Young leaders seek stable governance to build
a positive career trajectory, avoiding conflicts
that risk termination

Positive (+)

Legitimacy Greater youth representation increases
perceived legitimacy of the government,
reducing risks of termination

Positive (+)

Legislative engagement Younger leaders actively engage in legisla-
tion and are effective in resource acquisition,
contributing to stable governance

Positive (+)

Stability incentive Younger leaders, anticipating longer careers,
prioritize stability to maintain their career
prospects despite having less experience

Positive (+)

Based on the presented mechanisms, we differentiate between the impact of the
prime minister’s age and the age of individual cabinet ministers. While the expec-
tations are the same for these different roles, we might expect the prime ministerial
role to exert a greater impact on government stability as this figure holds the main
responsibility when it comes to ruling and the role is often equipped with funda-
mental institutional instruments to strategically terminate a government (Schleiter
and Morgan-Jones 2009; Strøm and Swindle 2002), such as dissolution powers. The
hypotheses of this study are as follows:

Hypothesis 1 (Prime Ministers): Cabinets led by younger prime ministers (under 45)
exhibit greater stability than those led by older prime ministers (over 60).

Hypothesis 2 (Ministers): Cabinets with a lower average age of ministers face a reduced
risk of government termination.

The next section presents the dataset and methodological strategies employed.
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Government and Opposition 9

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics (Age of Prime Minister and Government Duration) by Country

Age of primeminister
Country N Mean SD Min Max

Austria 14 55.00 9.50 31 70

Belgium 19 52.42 6.95 39 66

Cyprus 10 59.60 8.97 45 74

Denmark 15 50.93 5.06 41 59

Finland 21 51.14 8.66 37 69

France 38 53.82 5.89 38 67

Germany 15 56.93 4.43 50 64

Greece 15 61.13 9.05 41 74

Iceland 19 53.26 8.95 38 70

Ireland 20 55.15 6.70 40 65

Israel 21 65.29 8.35 47 75

Italy 32 59.50 9.24 39 79

Luxembourg 11 50.36 7.67 40 66

Malta 15 54.07 8.38 39 69

Netherlands 16 49.44 4.63 43 60

Norway 18 52.00 6.34 41 64

Portugal 18 49.28 5.15 42 59

Spain 13 48.46 5.83 40 61

Sweden 15 51.93 7.27 41 67

Switzerland 18 59.67 6.34 46 68

UK 16 53.94 6.52 43 64

Total 379 54.70 8.33 31 79

Government duration
Country N Mean SD Min Max
Austria 29 791.28 493.55 55 1839

Belgium 41 572.61 513.32 42 1520

Cyprus 22 783.73 572.88 7 1819

Denmark 38 685.47 336.94 40 1339

Finland 57 427.37 433.83 9 1438

France 65 393.15 353.16 2 1192

Germany 22 1092.95 399.16 153 1437

Greece 28 585.29 535.00 22 1436

Iceland 32 799.62 510.09 48 1476

Ireland 28 915.32 477.57 233 1815

Israel 36 715.03 429.43 85 1830

(Continued)
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10 Marco Improta and Elisabetta Mannoni

Table 2. (Continued.)

Government duration
Country N Mean SD Min Max
Italy 63 384.41 294.93 8 1409

Luxembourg 17 1415.12 622.19 152 1935

Malta 21 1162.90 598.40 87 1904

Netherlands 28 837.18 561.16 80 1638

Norway 30 836.33 438.62 24 1455

Portugal 24 676.75 564.58 11 1660

Spain 16 944.38 461.13 188 1489

Sweden 30 855.13 473.17 144 1571

Switzerland 23 1078.78 519.37 179 1460

UK 29 909.76 543.85 49 1846

Total 679 716.42 524.11 2 1935

Data and methodology
Dataset
This study leverages an original longitudinal multilevel dataset covering information
on more than 700 governments in 21 countries, from the 1950s to the 2020s (Table
2).11 As regards the variables related to rulers’ age, we utilized the newly published
dataset WARC, built by Daniel Stockemer and Kamila Kolodziejczyk (2024). The
WARC dataset is a comprehensive source that provides information on, inter alia, the
age of prime ministers and ministers. We incorporated such useful information into
our original dataset, which includes a range of factors typically associated with govern-
ment stability,12 such as different causes of termination, party system fragmentation,
and economic performance (e.g. Warwick 1992).

The main source of information for the cabinets is Fernando Casal Bértoa
and Zsolt Enyedi’s dataset (2022). We collected information into separate datasets
that differentiated between three levels: country level, legislature level and cabi-
net level. A single cabinet is the basic unit of analysis. To count changes in cabi-
nets, we followed Torbjörn Bergman et al.’s (2008) strategy. Therefore, we counted
a change of cabinet when (1) the prime minister/head of cabinet changes; (2)
when the partisan composition of the cabinet is altered; and (3) when a gen-
eral election is called. We set the cabinet’s start date as the government’s inau-
guration and the end date as either the general election date or the date of for-
mal resignation of the cabinet, ‘whichever comes first’ (Müller and Strøm 2000:
11–17).

Dependent variable
As regards the dependent variable (Table 3), we relied on the crucial differentiation
made by Erik Damgaard (2008: 308) concerning which termination event to consider
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of Government Discretionary Termination by Country

Country N Mean SD

Austria 29 0.31 0.47

Belgium 41 0.51 0.51

Cyprus 18 0.50 0.51

Denmark 38 0.32 0.47

Finland 57 0.67 0.48

France 65 0.74 0.44

Germany 22 0.18 0.39

Greece 26 0.38 0.50

Iceland 32 0.31 0.47

Ireland 28 0.32 0.48

Israel 36 0.33 0.48

Italy 63 0.73 0.45

Luxembourg 17 0.18 0.39

Malta 20 0.20 0.41

Netherlands 28 0.25 0.44

Norway 30 0.40 0.50

Portugal 23 0.39 0.50

Spain 15 0.13 0.35

Sweden 29 0.28 0.45

Switzerland 23 0.26 0.45

UK 28 0.32 0.48

Total 668 0.43 0.50

Note:Min and Max values are 0.00 and 1.00, respectively, in every case.

as scientifically interesting. As not all terminations are equally important in polit-
ical terms, we opted to focus on discretionary terminations – that is, terminations
concerning, for instance, voluntary resignations of a prime minister, early elections,
conflict-based collapses – applying a censoring strategy for cabinets yet to experience
the event and excluding technical terminations.13 To effectively investigate the deter-
minants of government stability, it is crucial to assess whether the explanatory factors
influence the most informative types of termination, specifically discretionary ones.
For example, cabinets may fall due to regular elections, the death or illness of the prime
minister, or other constitutional reasons. These types of termination are categorized as
‘technical terminations’ (Damgaard 2008: 308).While the failure event is discretionary
termination, the analysis time is government duration in days – that is, from the cab-
inet’s formation to its (discretionary) termination. We treat government termination
as a failure event and use Cox proportional hazards regression to estimate the effect of
the study’s focal and control variables.
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12 Marco Improta and Elisabetta Mannoni

Moreover, it is important to define clearly the basic unit of observation for this study:
the cabinet. In their seminal work, Müller and Strøm (2000) provided a clear defini-
tion of a cabinet. Specifically, a cabinet is ‘the set of politically appointed executive
offices involved in top-level national policymaking’ (Müller and Strøm 2000: 11). In
line with Müller and Strøm (2000), this study considers prime ministers and ministers
as the key government personnel of interest, excluding undersecretaries and junior
ministers from the investigation. We believe this conceptualization enhances greater
comparability.

In this study, we define government stability as the ability of a government to remain
in office over time. Although government stability alone is not sufficient for effec-
tive governance, it can be deemed a ‘prerequisite’. Governments struggling to survive
are less likely to implement their policies fully (Improta 2024), and unstable cabinets
with frequent turnover diminish accountability, as voters may struggle to identify the
actors responsible for specific policy actions. As Thomas Saalfeld (2008) points out,
government stability, measured by the time between a cabinet’s appointment and its
termination, can be assessed in two ways. The first is actual duration.14 The second is
‘relative duration’, expressed as a percentage of its maximum feasible duration (Müller
and Strøm 2000).15 Additionally, the constitutional inter-election period (CIEP) must
be considered to accurately assess the varying life expectancies of governments. Of
course, the first governments of a legislative term tend to have a higher potential dura-
tion in office, while later governments face a shorter time horizon. Furthermore, the
duration of legislative terms varies across the investigated democracies. For example,
Swedish legislatures are legally mandated to last a maximum of four years, whereas
Italian legislatures have an additional year by law. Therefore, when studying gov-
ernment stability, we take into account the potential duration of governments (see
Appendix H in the Supplementary Material).

Focal variables
The main focal variables in this study are the age categories of prime ministers and
ministers. We differentiate between three categories: under 45, 45–60, and over 60. As
mentioned, information on the age of prime ministers and ministers were retrieved
from Stockemer and Kolodziejczyk’s dataset on age representation in cabinet (2024).16
In turn, additional information on rulers used by Stockemer and Kolodziejczyk to
build their dataset was found in Jacob Nyrup and Stuart Bramwell’s WhoGoverns
dataset (2020). We thus base our own data collection on previous, important scholarly
efforts.

While we performed robustness tests by examining the impact of different age cat-
egorization on government stability, we opted for this primary categorization based
on the Inter-Parliamentary Union (2021). However, the OECD (Organization for
Economic Co-operation and Development) definitions (2020) establish an under
40 years old threshold for parliamentary representatives. Considering that cabinet
positions are higher ranked than the legislature level, we established a slightly higher
threshold, changing under 40 to under 45.

For the operationalization, we opted for two strategies. Concerning primeministers,
we assigned the exact age of the prime minister. Regarding the ministerial level, as we
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Government and Opposition 13

do not have information on the individual ministers because of the large-N structure
of the dataset, we considered the mean age of governments at inauguration (consistent
with Stockemer and Kolodziejczyk 2024) in correspondence to each specific cabinet.
Therefore, while in the case of primeministers we adopted amore granular perspective,
forministers we havemore aggregate information. Overall, we classified the three cate-
gories as follows: primeministers andministers under 45 are younger.Those belonging
to the 45–60 group are middle-aged. Prime ministers and ministers over 60 are older.
We use these labels interchangeably.

Control variables
As government stability research is one of the most developed agendas in compara-
tive politics (Laver 2003), we take into account several control variables which have
been considered critical when it comes to the survival of cabinets.17 First, we con-
trol for the impact of the Government Type. In line with Müller and Strøm (2000), we
differentiate betweenmultipartyminority governments, single-partyminority govern-
ments, minimal-winning coalitions, oversized coalitions18 and single-party majority,
thus from the least stable ruling configuration to the most stable one, according to pre-
vious studies (e.g. Saalfeld 2008). Scholars have indicated, in particular, that minority
governments are often more transient than majority configurations (e.g. Krauss and
Kroeber 2021). Others have also documented a tenure-securing role of single-party
majority cabinets or tight coalitions (Saalfeld 2008). As regards the operationalization
of this variable, we considered the number of parties participating in the cabinet and
the legislative seat share controlled. For instance, single-party minority governments
are formed by just a single party that, however, does not control the majority of seats in
the legislative arena. Minimal-winning coalitions are instead formed by the necessary
number of partners to attain the majority of seats. To take into consideration govern-
ments’ structural attributes (Strøm et al. 2008), we also controlled for the impact of
the level of fragmentation in the cabinet, measured using a version of Markku Laakso
and Rein Taagepera’s (1979) fragmentation index.19 The original variable we collected
is the Number of Effective Parties (in government).

The second cluster of controls we considered concerns the countries’ economic
conditions (Hellström and Walther 2019; Warwick 1992). We tested the impact of
economic expansion via gross domestic product growth rate (GDPGrowth Rate), inse-
curity in the job market via the Unemployment Rate, and financial constraints derived
from the levels of Government Debt. While higher economic growth and lower unem-
ployment should grant the cabinets a longer tenure, higher debt should lead to an
increased risk of discretionary termination.20

The third cluster included in the analyses concerns the ‘uncertainty and complexity’
in the bargaining environment (Falcó-Gimeno and Indridason 2013). The first indica-
tor considered is Bargaining Duration –whichmeasures the time spent on negotiations
by potential coalition partners during the government formation stage of the demo-
cratic lifecycle (Strøm et al. 2008). There is limited scholarly agreement on the impact
of bargaining duration on government stability. Sona Golder (2010) argues that delays
during government formation are detrimental to government stability, whereas other
scholars previously suggested that extended negotiations may signal that potential
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14 Marco Improta and Elisabetta Mannoni

partners are paying closer attention to coalition programmes and the policies resulting
from them, which can, in turn, reduce uncertainty and complexity (Warwick 1994).
Additionally, we included a variable measuring the fragmentation of the parliamen-
tary arena – that is, the effective number of parliamentary parties, ENPP, as the higher
the number of actors in the bargaining environment, the higher the uncertainty and
complexity. Indeed, a classic assumption of game-theoretic approaches to the study of
government instability is that the presence of several actors in the bargaining process
raises transaction costs (e.g. Dodd 2015).

Finally, scholarly efforts on government stability have emphasized the role of ideo-
logical characteristics of the cabinets (e.g. Warwick 1994). Therefore, we assessed the
influence of the ideology of cabinets by constructing an original index of the right–left
position of the cabinet, RILE, as a weighted measure of the governing parties’ position
on the right–left spectrum. We thus created the RILE-weighted variable. To do so, we
relied on the latest release of the ComparativeManifesto Project (Lehmann et al. 2024).
The coding rules are as follows: for single-party governments, the RILE corresponds
to that of the ruling party. In coalition governments, a weighted average of the RILE
positions is calculated, taking into account the ministerial seats held by each party in
the government.

Estimation
To study the relationship between the age of rulers and the stability of governments, we
employ survival analysis.21 This statistical method is well suited to analysing time-to-
event data, where the event of interest in this case is the termination of a government.
As described earlier, the survival analysis framework became a standard technique for
studying this matter, and it has been widely used in political science research since
the path-breaking work by King et al. (1990). For the estimation, the equation is as
follows:

𝜆(t|X) = 𝜆0(t) exp𝛽1Middle-aged + 𝛽2Older + 𝛽3Govt Type (0) + 𝛽4Govt Type (1)
+ 𝛽5Govt Type (2) + 𝛽6Govt Type (4) + 𝛽7Number of Effective Parties

+ 𝛽8GDP Growth Rate + 𝛽9Unemployment Rate + 𝛽10Gov Debt

+ 𝛽11Bargaining Duration + 𝛽12ENPP + 𝛽13Rile Weighted

Here 𝜆(t|X) is the hazard function at time t given the covariates X. 𝜆0(t) is the
baseline hazard function. The βs are the regression coefficients to be estimated, where
middle-aged and older represent the dummy variables for the age categories (relative
to the reference category, which is younger). Government type includes the variables
for different government types (multiparty minority, single-party minority, oversized
coalitions, single-party majority). Number of Effective Parties, GDP Growth Rate,
Unemployment Rate, GovernmentDebt, BargainingDuration, ENPP andRILEWeighted
are continuous covariates included in the model.

This equation reflects a Cox proportional hazardsmodel where the hazard of termi-
nation (failure) is modelled as a function of age category, government type and other
covariates.Themodel accounts for the baseline hazard 𝜆0(t) and the effects of each pre-
dictor through the exponentiated coefficients. The exponentiated coefficients (exp(β))
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represent hazard ratios, which quantify the effect of a one-unit change in the covariate
on the hazard of termination. The model is typically estimated using maximum likeli-
hoodmethods, and significance of the coefficients is tested via z-statistics and p-values.
To test the validity of our analyses, we performed several robustness tests and diagnos-
tics (before and after performing the survival models). In detail, we first verified the
variable distribution (Appendix A in the Supplementary Material). Then we assessed
the goodness of fit of the proportional hazards model using deviance residuals, which
are relevant in the context of Cox survival analysis (Appendix B). Computations sig-
nal that the residuals are symmetrically distributed around zero, indicating absence
of systematic bias in the model’s predictions. Moreover, we performed a log-rank test
to examine whether there are statistically significant differences between the survival
curves of the different age groups. The output of the log-rank test (Appendix C) doc-
uments that there are significant differences in the survival curves among the three
age categories, confirming that government duration varies significantly based on our
differentiation – that is, rulers’ ages are associated with significant differences in gov-
ernment duration. Furthermore, in Appendix D we tested the proportional hazards
assumption performing the Schoenfeld proportional hazards T-test. In Cox survival
analysis it is important to verify whether the ratio of hazards (i.e. the risk of the event
occurring) between groups remains constant over time.The Schoenfeld test shows that
the relationship between the variables and the risk of government termination remains
proportional over time, meaning that the proportional hazards assumption is met in
our model.

Finally, in Appendix E and Appendix G in the Supplementary Material we re-ran
the Cox regression analyses by (1) establishing a different age categorization and (2)
controlling for additional variables pertaining to different clusters, such as institutional
variables (e.g. a constructive vote of no-confidence, Chiru 2015; Rubabshi-Shitrit and
Hasson 2023). Having performed these tests, the main results hold.

National and temporal trends
In this section, we show some temporal and national variations regarding the study’s
focal variable: the age of primeministers. In Figure 1, the y-axis represents themean age
of prime ministers, while the x-axis lists the countries under examination. We observe
a clear variation in the average age of rulers across different national contexts, with cer-
tain countries showing a marked presence of older leaders, while others tend towards
a greater younger presence at the head of government.

Notably, countries such as Israel, Italy, Greece, Cyprus and Switzerland exhibit
higher average ages, with prime ministers around 60 years old or older. On the other
hand, countries like Denmark, Luxembourg, Spain and Finland have younger prime
ministers, with the average age closer to 50. The diversity in the average age of prime
ministers across countries indicates different cultural and institutional factors, as doc-
umented by the quite uniform pattern followed by Scandinavian countries (see also
Stockemer and Sundstrom 2023).

Figure 2 illustrates the average age of primeministers across different decades, from
the 1950s to the 2020s. The y-axis represents the average age of prime ministers, while
the x-axis shows the decades.
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Figure 1. Age of Prime Minister per Country

Figure 2. Age of Prime Minister per Decade

In the 1950s, the average age of prime ministers was considerably lower, with a
steady increase in the following decades. The 1970s and 1980s show a slight dip in
the average age. From Figure 2, we can observe a non-monotonic trend culminating
in a peak of older people in prime ministerial positions in the 2020s. The average age
in the 2020s indeed surpasses 60, which is notably higher than in earlier decades and
represents a record high.

Wemay advance two interpretations of the information observable in Figure 2. First,
we should take into consideration the changing life expectancies over time. As noted by
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Government and Opposition 17

Kevin Kinsella and Victoria Velkoff (2002), life expectancy increased over the decades
in Western Europe, hence the post-World War II period should be regarded as a time
in which citizens were less likely to reach older ages, which made the higher pres-
ence of younger prime ministers more likely. Second, any interpretation of the peak
detected in the 2020s should bear in mind that young adults are currently significantly
underrepresented in representative institutions (Stockemer and Sundström 2022) and,
in particular, parliamentary assemblies are more highly populated by older members
(Stockemer and Sundström 2023). Given that in most countries a crucial prerequisite
to reach cabinet position is to be an elected representative (e.g. Norris 1997), this is
likely to result in a lower youth presence in prime ministerial posts.

Analysis
The impact of a prime minister’s age
Moving to hypothesis testing, we start our analysis from Hypothesis 1, regarding the
impact of the age of the prime minister. We hypothesized there that younger prime
ministers would play a stabilizing role when it comes to governments’ survival in office.
Table 4 presents the results of the Cox proportional hazards regression analysis assess-
ing the impact of a prime minister’s age on government stability, with the hazard ratios
for two age categories: middle-aged and older, relative to the reference category – that
is, younger (under 45). The failure event, as anticipated in the Data and Methodology
section, is government discretionary termination.

Table 4 documents that the hazard ratio for prime ministers in the middle-aged
category is 1.08, with a standard error of 0.32 and a z-value of 0.29. The p-value of 0.77
indicates that the age of prime ministers belonging to the age category of middle-aged

Table 4. Cox Regression Results: Impact of Age Category on Government Stability

Variable Hazard ratio Std. error z p-value

Age category

Middle-aged 1.09 0.32 0.29 0.77

Older 1.94 0.56 2.32 0.02**

Model information

No. of subjects 679

No. of observations 679

No. of failures 288

Time at risk 486,448

Log-rank χ2(2) 24.01

Log likelihood −1699.309

Probability χ2 0.00

AIC 3402.62

BIC 3411.66

Notes: Age categories: younger = under 45; middle-aged = 45–60; older = over 60. AIC, Akaike information criterion;
BIC, Bayesian information criterion. *p< 0.05; **p< 0.01; ***p< 0.001.
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18 Marco Improta and Elisabetta Mannoni

Table 5. Cox Regression Results: Impact of Age Category and Control Variables on Government Stability

Variable Hazard ratio Std. error z p-value

Age category

Middle-aged 1.00 0.32 0.01 0.99

Older 2.00 0.63 2.22 0.03**

Government type

Multiparty minority 1.03 0.31 0.09 0.93

Single-party minority 1.32 0.38 0.96 0.34

Oversized coalition 1.65 0.33 2.53 0.01**

Single-party majority 0.48 0.18 −1.95 0.05*

Number of effective
parties

1.24 0.14 2.00 0.05**

GDP growth rate 1.00 0.03 0.04 0.96

Unemployment rate 0.97 0.02 −1.06 0.29

Government debt 1.00 0.00 0.63 0.53

Bargaining duration 0.99 0.00 −2.18 0.03**

ENPP 0.94 0.07 −0.91 0.36

RILE weighted 1.00 0.00 −0.77 0.44

Model information

No. of subjects 407

No. of observations 407

No. of failures 169

Time at risk 298,423

Log-rank χ2 49.58

Log likelihood −893.31

Probability χ2 0.00

AIC 1812.61

BIC 1864.73

Note: Ref. category Government Type: Minimal-winning coalition. Age categories: under 45, 45–60, over 60. AIC, Akaike
information criterion; BIC, Bayesian information criterion. *p< 0.05; **p< 0.01; ***p< 0.001.

(45–60) does not play a significant role in the risk of government termination. Prime
ministers in this age group do not face a notably higher or lower risk of termination
compared to the reference group of leaders aged under 45.

With respect to the older category (over 60), the hazard ratio is 1.94, with a standard
error of 0.55 and a z-value of 2.32. The p-value of 0.02 indicates that the destabilizing
role of this age group is statistically significant. This implies that prime ministers
over the age of 60 face almost twice the risk of government discretionary termination
compared to those in the under-45 group.

We also present the results of an additional Cox regression analysis (Table 5) scru-
tinizing whether the impact of a prime minister’s age remains significant even when
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Government and Opposition 19

controlling for important factors examined by government stability scholars to explain
increased or reduced risks of cabinet termination.

Several interesting points emerge from Table 5. To begin with, Cox regression anal-
ysis confirms that middle-aged primeministers do not have a significant impact on the
risk of government discretionary termination relative to younger rulers. On the other
hand, the hazard ratio for the category of older primeministers is 2.00 and the p-value is
0.02, which is, again, statistically significant.This result confirms the findings observed
in Table 4, indicating that primeministers over the age of 60 robustly face twice the risk
of government discretionary termination compared to rulers under 45 years of age. On
the whole, these results provide support for the first hypothesis. While the difference
between younger andmiddle-aged leaders is not statistically significant, the overall pat-
tern suggests that younger age is associatedwith greater government stability, primarily
due to the heightened instability linked to older leadership.

Furthermore, in relation to the control variables, the Cox analysis confirms the
relevance of ‘classic’ stabilizing factors. For instance, oversized coalitions – namely, gov-
ernments with a large and unnecessary number of parties (irrational ruling solutions
according to game-theoretic approaches, e.g. Riker 1962) – are at a significantly higher
risk of discretionary termination. This, of course, reflects the complexity of manag-
ing diverse political goals and interests within a large coalition. Also, results show that
single-party majority governments are less likely to experience discretionary termi-
nation, in line with their ingrained degree of stability derived from single-party rule
(with conflicts limited to the possibilities of infighting). With regard to the structural
attributes of the cabinet, the number of effective government parties exerts a crucial
role in increasing the risk of termination, asmore parties in governmentmay introduce
additional transaction costs that would lead to conflict and disagreement, ultimately
eliciting premature collapse of the government.

Moving to the other variables, our results show that economic conditions, frag-
mentation in parliament and cabinet ideology do not play a significant role, whereas
bargaining duration is statistically significant. Longer bargaining durations seem to
reduce the risk of termination, indicating that protracted negotiations may signal
future stability by fostering consensus on the programmatic agenda and coalition
agreements. This finding is in line with what Paul Warwick (1994) documented in pre-
vious contributions. According to Warwick (1994), extended negotiations should be
regarded as signals of closer attention to coalition programmes by parties, which can
reduce uncertainty and complexity in the coalitional environment.

All in all, the results of this Cox analysis reveal important findings. Alongside classic
explanatory factors, this study adds to the literature by documenting novel evidence
scrutinizing the role of the prime minister’s age. Indeed, we show that older prime
ministers are significantly more likely to experience government discretionary termi-
nation compared to those under 45, indicating that age plays a crucial role in affecting
government stability.

To more clearly recognize the effect of a prime minister’s age on the risk of
government termination, we show the Cox survival curves derived from Cox regres-
sion (Figure 3). The survival curves are displayed for all age groups examined. We
observe that young prime ministers exhibit the highest survival probability, tending
to stay in office longer than their older counterparts. This indicates a lower likelihood
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20 Marco Improta and Elisabetta Mannoni

Figure 3. Cox Survival Curves by Mean Age of Prime Minister

of facing discretionary termination. Middle-aged prime ministers show a slightly
lower survival probability, but their curve is still above that of older prime minis-
ters, documenting a relatively stable tenure in office. Older rulers have the lowest
survival probability, particularly as time progresses. The related survival curve indi-
cates that this category is themost destabilizing one for governments. Overall, we again
document that younger prime ministers tend to have longer tenures in office.

From prime ministers to ministers
Before testing the study’s second hypothesis, we show some trends in the share of min-
isters belonging to different age groups in national governments in the 21 countries
examined.

Figure 4 displays the distribution of ministers across different age groups by coun-
try. We can observe three age categories: younger (under 45, left panel), middle-aged
(45–60, centre panel) and older (over 60, right panel). Starting from the left panel,
we observe that the majority of countries have a relatively low representation of young
ministers,mostly below the average share of circa 11%, although some countries exhibit
a comparatively higher proportion, reaching over 20%. Most countries fall below the
11% benchmark, indicating that youngministers are the exception rather than the rule
in the national governments of the countries investigated.22

Moving to the centre panel, the data indicate that thismiddle-aged group dominates
the composition of cabinets in most countries, with proportions typically between
50% and 80%. Some countries, like the United Kingdom, show particularly high pro-
portions of ministers in this age range, aligning with the idea that the middle-aged
demographic is themost represented in political leadership roles.The right panel shows
that, inmost countries, olderministers make up less than 15% of the cabinet. However,
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Figure 4. Percentage of Ministers in Different Age Groups by Country

Figure 5. Cox Survival Curves by Mean Age of Ministers

a few countries, including Ireland, Italy and Switzerland, exhibit higher proportions,
showing a greater presence of older ministers in these governments.

Overall, Figure 4 shows that ministers aged 45–60 are the most prevalent group
across countries, whereas ministers aged under 45 are relatively uncommon in most
countries, with a few exceptions. This reflects the barriers to young leaders enter-
ing high-level government positions highlighted in previous studies (Stockemer and
Sundström 2022).

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/g

ov
.2

02
5.

10
02

4
D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 h

tt
ps

://
w

w
w

.c
am

br
id

ge
.o

rg
/c

or
e.

 *
* 

U
SE

 1
34

47
32

 *
* 

 U
N

I S
IE

N
A,

 o
n 

22
 Ja

n 
20

26
 a

t 0
9:

30
:3

2,
 s

ub
je

ct
 to

 th
e 

Ca
m

br
id

ge
 C

or
e 

te
rm

s 
of

 u
se

, a
va

ila
bl

e 
at

 h
tt

ps
://

w
w

w
.c

am
br

id
ge

.o
rg

/c
or

e/
te

rm
s.

https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2025.10024
https://www.cambridge.org/core
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms


22 Marco Improta and Elisabetta Mannoni

Moving to testingHypothesis 2, we ask whether the effect we observed in the case of
prime ministers remains when we consider ministers. From Figure 5, we can observe
that governments composed of younger ministers (e.g. mean age 35–40) are associated
with higher survival probabilities over time. As the average age of ministers increases,
the survival probability of the government steadily declines. The gap becomes par-
ticularly visible beyond 500 days in office, where governments with older ministers
(e.g. mean age 60–70) experience accelerated termination rates. However, the under-
lying Cox model did not produce a statistically significant effect for mean ministerial
age (hazard ratio = 1.03, p-value = 0.18).23 Therefore, the study’s second hypothesis
does not find strong empirical evidence (directionally consistent but not significant),
indicating that the prime minister’s age, rather than that of other ministers, is a more
important factor when it comes to government stability.24

Conclusion
This article has provided an examination of the impact of a prime minister’s age on
government stability. By employing Cox survival analysis and focusing specifically on
discretionary government terminations, we have illuminated an important yet unex-
plored aspect of both the youth representation and government stability research
agendas. The findings of our analyses indicate that the age of prime ministers indeed
plays a significant role in influencing the lifespans of their cabinets. Prime ministers
who are younger are less likely to experience discretionary government termination
compared to their older counterparts. This result substantially aligns with the hypoth-
esis that younger leaders, driven by long-term career prospects and greater political
ambition,may bemoremotivated by stability-oriented incentives.Thus, alongside clas-
sic factors in government stability research, age constitutes another key variable in
explaining why some governments remain in office longer than others. In contrast,
when considering the age of ministers, the findings show that the age distribution
among cabinetministersmay not be as crucial in affecting the survival of governments.
This is related to the less relevant (and visible) role of ministers compared to the prime
minister.

From a broader perspective, the findings have important implications for the quality
of democracy. The age of politicians in government positions reflects not only their
experience and career stage but also the policy preferences of the ruling elites. In a
social representation framework (Norris and Franklin 1997), a higher representation
of younger prime ministers could potentially lead to more representative governance,
which might be more attuned to the needs and demands of underrepresented groups,
like the youth (Stockemer and Anlar 2024). From this perspective, the findings of this
study could elicit policy interventions aimed at reducing youth underrepresentation
in political institutions, as we show that there are relevant beneficial consequences of
having such groups in key arenas of democratic decision-making.

The results of this study raise several important questions for future research.
The relationship between the age of rulers and government stability is complex,
and while we documented important trends and explanatory mechanisms, a more
detailed research strategy is needed to explore the contextual peculiarities at play.
For instance, future studies could further investigate how the political ideology
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and party affiliation of younger prime ministers affect their career trajectories and
stability-seeking perspective. Such research questions could fruitfully be addressed by
employing qualitative methodologies as well. Additionally, the decision-making pro-
cesses should be examined to understand how the age of prime ministers influences
their behaviour (especially when ruling in a coalition government), thus adopt-
ing a more public policy-oriented perspective. We also encourage future studies to
explore whether younger prime ministers differ in terms of policy outputs and citizen
engagement.

Further studies could opt for an intersectional approach, including factors such as
the gender of the prime minister in an examination of its influence on government
stability. Building upon Svenja Krauss and Corinna Kroeber (2021), future studies
may address the following research question: Does having a young woman as prime
minister increase the stability of governments?

The implications of our findings extend beyond the academic study of cabinet
duration. Research shows that youth representation in institutions fosters youth par-
ticipation (Angelucci et al. 2024) and influences electoral behaviour (Sevi 2021).
Although our design does not directly test these effects, it reinforces claims about the
impact of youth political representation on critical outcomes for democracy. In partic-
ular, perceived legitimacy – especially in generational terms – can reinforce political
stability, complementing formal electoral mechanisms.

In conclusion, this study provides a novel contribution to the fields of youth repre-
sentation and government stability, offering empirical evidence which we hope will be
useful for both scholars and policymakers interested in understanding the dynamics
of contemporary democracies. We are confident that, as the political representation of
marginalized groups is gaining increased attention, the study of the age of rulers and its
impact on many aspects of democratic governance will remain a crucial area for future
inquiry.

Supplementary material. The supplementary material for this article can be found at https://doi.org/10.
1017/gov.2025.10024.

Data availability. The dataset and all relevant materials supporting the findings of this study are available
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Notes
1. Adopting this perspective, the end or later stages of the political lifecyclemay bring different psychological
dynamics for senior leaders.
2. We also included cabinet ministers as we aim to explore whether the dynamics identified by Krauss and
Kroeber (2021) with respect to female cabinet ministers – namely, their influence on government stability –
also apply when considering age, and in particular the presence of younger ministers within the cabinet.
3. We opted to include Israel because it features among the countries analysed in one of the seminal contri-
butions to the study of government stability (Browne et al. 1986). Israel is generally considered analytically
comparable to Western European parliamentary systems, particularly in studies of coalition governments
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24 Marco Improta and Elisabetta Mannoni

and cabinet duration. At the same time, we acknowledge that its inclusion may raise questions of cultural
comparability, given the scholarly debate surrounding Israel’s identity (Hazan et al. 2020; Smooha 2005).
Conversely, we excluded Australia and Canada because, unlike Israel, they have not been systematically
covered in the core comparative literature on executive politics (see Budge and Keman 1990; Franklin and
Mackie 1984; Martin and Stevenson 2001). Including them would have reduced comparability with prior
models and findings, which primarily focus on European-style parliamentary democracies.
4. Similar to Stockemer and Sundstrom (2022), in this study we refer to the attribute of youth as a feature
concerning an objective age category, rather than the self-identification as young.
5. As government instability has attracted immense attention from political scientists and economists, con-
sidering all scholarly contributions on this matter would be a challenging task to accomplish in a single
paper; therefore, for a more extensive literature review, see Improta (2023, 2025).
6. But see also So (2024) regarding the ‘benign outcomes’ of conflictual terminations.
7. In this regard, it is worth mentioning the case of former Italian primeministerMatteo Renzi, who became
government head at 39 years old and led one of the most enduring cabinets in Italy. During his term in
office, his rhetoric was largely based on the need to ‘rejuvenate’ Italian politics, especially from a political
class deemed to be old (the so-called rottamazione), i.e. dismantling the old establishment.
8. In the literature (e.g. Alesina et al. 2019), scholars suggest that in developedWestern countries, particularly
in Europe and North America, younger politicians tend to have an advantage in fundraising and legisla-
tive activity primarily because they can leverage digital social networks and modern communication tools.
Moreover, they are often associated with ideas of change and renewal, which attract progressive donors and
younger voters.
9. It should be noted, however, that Alesina et al. (2019) found such evidence by scrutinizing municipal
governments in Italy. Our study is the first attempt to expand the investigation by adopting a national-level
comparative perspective.
10. Note that these investigations examined the durability of ministers, rather than governments.
11. However, our observations decrease to 379 as the WARC dataset does not cover all the cabinets included
in our original dataset. Note that while France is classified as a premier-presidential system with a dual
executive (Shugart and Carey 1992: 41), executive authority is in practice often concentrated in the hands of
the president – except during periods of cohabitation, when the prime minister gains substantial governing
responsibility.
12. In computing the duration of governments, periods of ‘caretaking’ are considered. For instance, if a
prime minister stays in office for managing affairs pertaining to administration during the transfer of power
period, we still counted such days of government duration, as the literature showed that the prime minister
is still capable of influencing the governmental agenda, see e.g. Golder (2010), albeit with reduced political
legitimacy. Notable cases are Gentiloni in Italy and Bierlein in Austria.
13. Importantly, since discretionary terminations do not include terminations caused by illness and death
of the prime minister, we are not considering such termination types in this analysis. This is relevant as, in
examining the role of age, wemight expect older rulers to have increased risk of death and illness compared to
younger ones, thus creating a crucial bias in our analyses; by not considering these situations as discretionary
terminations we avoid this risk.
14. It should be noted, however, that in the literature government duration and durability are often studied
together (Golder 2010; Rubabshi-Shitrit and Hasson 2023). Government duration refers to the actual time
a government spends in office, while government durability reflects the potential duration.
15. A crucial concept in previous research is the constitutional inter-election period (CIEP), which defines
the maximum potential duration of cabinets in relation to the countries in which they operate and the
conditions under which they are appointed.
16. However, as different thresholds have been examined in past contributions, we also performed analyses
considering rulers below the age of 40, in line with Curry and Haydon (2018) and Joshi and Och (2021).
17. Appendix F in the Supplementary Material shows the descriptive statistics for all control variables.
18. A minimal-winning coalition is a government coalition that holds just enough seats to secure a parlia-
mentary majority, such that the defection of any single coalition partner would cause the government to
lose its majority. In other words, the coalition is ‘minimal’ in the sense that no party is superfluous. An over-
sized coalition, also known as a surplus coalition, is a governing coalition that includes more parties than are
strictly necessary to command a parliamentary majority – that is, a coalition that would retain its majority
even if one or more parties were to leave.
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19. Note that Laakso and Taagepera introduced the fragmentation index, applying it to the electoral arena.
Drawing upon the index, we revisited it by considering the governmental arena. Therefore, we took into
consideration the effective number of parties participating in cabinet based on the degree of ministerial
seats controlled.
20. The economic variables data come from the Total EconomicDatabase and InternationalMonetary Fund.
Following previous work on governments in Western Europe (Emanuele et al. 2023: 1005), we collected
information on the economic indicators of our study by measuring them at one year prior to the formation
of each government. This allows us to account for pre-existing economic conditions that may influence both
government formation and its subsequent stability, while avoiding endogeneity from within-term economic
changes.
21. We performed survival analyses and related tests and diagnostics using STATA, following Blossfeld
(2007).
22. As shown in Appendix P in the Supplementary Material, younger ministers (under 45) are not only less
frequently appointed but also significantly underrepresented in high-prestige portfolios, holding on average
just 8.9% of such positions.
23. Appendix S in the Supplementary Material presents the regression table on which the Cox curves are
based.
24. Several authors have examined the increased importance of the primeministerial role inWestern democ-
racies by emphasizing a ‘prime ministerialization’ trend, see e.g. Dowding (2013). Additionally, it has also
been argued that primeministers are themost visible, most powerful andmost important politicians (Müller
et al. 1993).
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