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1 Appendix A: Sample

Table A-1 shows the leader-spells in our dataset. We code 542 national leaders democratically
elected to office in 108 countries; there are 591 leader-spells, with 49 leaders having more than one
separate spells. We code the leaders in democracies who were in the office on January 1 in each
year from 1991 to 2020.

A leader is the one who holds the highest elected office of the chief executive; in presidential
democracies this is the President while in parliamentary democracies this is the Prime Minister. A
separate leader-spell spans from the first year that a leader took office as the highest chief executive
to the last consecutive year that the leader did. A spell may include multiple consecutive terms.

Table A-2 shows the 12 leader-spells of independents: when elected to office to begin this
spell, the leader was not backed by any party in the first round of the election. In the case that
an independent had the backing of a party in the second round of a two-round election, the party
must have backed a different candidate in the first round. We do not code many candidates as
independents even if they label themselves so: the candidate was backed by a party in the first
round even if the candidate claimed to be an independent or did not belong to the party; or there
was an identifiable group of individuals and/or an identifiable wealthy individual who financed and
provided organizational resources to both a party and the candidate’s campaign. Hence, we code
only 14 leaders as true independents in the dataset.

Table A-3 shows the 11 technocrat leader-spells in this dataset that are excluded from analysis.
These leaders in democracies were not elected but rather appointed to the office as the chief ex-
ecutive. They are usually technocrats who led a caretaker government before democratic elections
could be held, during constitutional crises, or amid political deadlocks.

Table A-1: List of Leader-Spells in Democracies

Country Leader Start End Country Leader Start End

USA George Bush 1989 1993 Romania Victor Ciorbea 1996 1998
USA Bill Clinton 1993 2001 Romania Radu Vasile 1998 1999
USA G.W. Bush 2001 2009 Romania Adrian Nastase 2000 2004
USA Barack Obama 2009 2017 Romania Traian Basescu 2004 2014
USA Donald Trump 2017 Romania Klaus Iohannis 2014
Canada Brian Mulroney 1984 1993 Russia Boris Yeltsin 1991 1999
Canada Jean Chrétien 1993 2003 Estonia Edgar Savisaar 1991 1992
Canada Paul Martin 2003 2006 Estonia Mart Laar 1992 1994
Canada Stephen Harper 2006 2015 Estonia Andres Tarand 1994 1995
Canada Justin Trudeau 2015 Estonia Tiit Vähi 1995 1997
Haiti Jean-Bertrand Aris-

tide
1994 1996 Estonia Mart Siimann 1997 1999

Haiti René Préval 1996 2001 Estonia Mart Laar 1999 2001
Haiti René Préval 2006 2011 Estonia Siim Kallas 2002 2003
Haiti Michel Martelly 2011 2016 Estonia Juhan Parts 2003 2005
Haiti Jocelerme Privert 2016 2017 Estonia Andrus Ansip 2005 2014
Haiti Jovenel Möıse 2017 Estonia Taavi Rõivas 2014 2016
Dominican
Rep

Joaqúın Balaguer 1986 1996 Estonia Juri Ratas 2016

Dominican
Rep

Leonel Fernández 1996 2000 Latvia Ivars Godmanis 1990 1993

Dominican
Rep

Hipólito Mej́ıa 2000 2004 Latvia Valdis Birkavs 1993 1994

Dominican
Rep

Leonel Fernández 2004 2006 Latvia Mãris Gailis 1994 1995

Dominican
Rep

Danlio Medina 2012 Latvia Andris S̆ķéle 1995 1997
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Table A-1: List of Leader-Spells in Democracies

Country Leader Start End Country Leader Start End

Mexico Vincente Fox 2000 2006 Latvia Guntars Krasts 1997 1998
Mexico Felipe Calderón 2006 2012 Latvia Vilis Kristopans 1998 1999

Mexico Enrique Peña Nieto 2012 2018 Latvia Andris S̆ķéle 1999 2000
Mexico López Obrador 2018 Latvia Andris Berzins 2000 2002

Guatemala Álvaro Arzú 1996 2000 Latvia Einars Repse 2002 2004
Guatemala Alfonso Portillo 2000 2004 Latvia Aigars Kalvitis 2004 2007

Guatemala Óscar Berger 2004 2008 Latvia Ivars Godmanis 2007 2009

Guatemala Álvaro Colom 2008 2012 Latvia Valdis Dombrovskis 2009 2014
Guatemala Otto Pérez Molina 2012 2015 Latvia Laimdota Strau-

juma
2014 2015

Guatemala Jimmy Morales 2016 2020 Latvia Maris Kucinskis 2016 2019
Guatemala Alejandro Gi-

ammattei
2020 Latvia Arturs Karins 2019

Honduras Rafael Callejas 1990 1994 Lithuania Vytautas Landsber-
gis

1990 1992

Honduras Carlos Reina 1994 1998 Lithuania Algirdas Brazauskas 1992 1998
Honduras Carlos Flores 1998 2002 Lithuania Valdas Adamkus 1998 2003
Honduras Ricardo Maduro 2002 2006 Lithuania Rolandas Paksas 2003 2004
Honduras Manuel Zelaya 2006 2009 Lithuania Valdas Adamkus 2004 2009
Honduras Porfirio Lobo 2010 2014 Lithuania Dalia Grybauskaite 2009 2019
Honduras Juan Orlando 2014 Lithuania Gitanas Nauseda 2019
El Salvador Armando Calderón

Sol
1994 1999 Ukraine Leonid Kravchuk 1991 1994

El Salvador Francisco Flores 1999 2004 Ukraine Leonid Kuchma 1994 2005
El Salvador Antonio Saca 2004 2009 Ukraine Viktor Yushchenko 2005 2010
El Salvador Maurico Funes 2009 2014 Ukraine Viktor Yanukovych 2010 2014
El Salvador Snchez Cerén 2014 2019 Ukraine Petro Poroshenko 2014 2019
El Salvador Nayib Bukele 2019 Ukraine Volodymyr Zelensky 2019
Nicaragua Violeta Chamorro 1990 1997 Armenia Levon Ter-

Petrosyan
1991 1998

Nicaragua Arnoldo Alemán 1997 2002 Armenia Nikol Pashinyan 2018
Nicaragua Enrique Bolaños 2002 2007 Georgia Mikheil Saakashvili 2004 2007
Nicaragua Danial Ortega 2007 Georgia Mikheil Saakashvili 2008 2013
Costa Rica Calderón Fournier 1990 1994 Georgia Giorgi Margve-

lashvili
2013 2018

Costa Rica Figueres Olsen 1994 1998 Georgia Mamuka Bakhtadze 2018 2019
Costa Rica Miguel ngel

Rodŕıguez
1998 2002 Georgia Giorgi Gakharia 2019

Costa Rica Abel Pacheco 2002 2006 Azerbaijan Abulfaz Elchibey 1992 1993

Costa Rica Óscar Arias 2006 2010 Finland Mauno Koivisto 1982 1994
Costa Rica Laura Chinchilla 2010 2014 Finland Martti Ahtisaari 1994 2000
Costa Rica Luis Guillermo Sols 2014 2018 Finland Paavo Lipponen 2000 2003
Costa Rica Carlos Alvarado 2018 Finland Matti Vanhanen 2003 2010
Panama Guillermo Endara 1989 1994 Finland Mari Kiviniemi 2010 2011
Panama Ernesto Pérez Bal-

ladares
1994 1999 Finland Jyrki Katainen 2011 2014

Panama Mireya Moscoso 1999 2004 Finland Stubb 2014 2015
Panama Mart́ın Torrijos 2004 2009 Finland Juha Sipila 2015 2019
Panama Ricardo Martinelli 2009 2014 Finland Sanna Marin 2019
Panama Juan Carlos Varela 2014 2019 Sweden Ingvar Carlsson 1986 1991
Panama Laurentino Cortizo 2019 Sweden Carl Bildt 1991 1994
Colombia Cesar Gaviria 1990 1994 Sweden Ingvar Carlsson 1994 1996
Colombia Ernesto Samper 1994 1998 Sweden Goran Persson 1996 2006
Colombia Andres Pastrana 1998 2002 Sweden Fredrik Reinfeldt 2006 2014
Colombia Alvaro Uribe 2002 2010 Sweden Stefan Lofven 2014
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Table A-1: List of Leader-Spells in Democracies

Country Leader Start End Country Leader Start End

Colombia Juan Manuel Santos 2010 2018 Norway Gro Harlem Brundt-
land

1990 1996

Colombia Ivan Duque 2018 Norway Thorbjorn Jagland 1996 1997
Venezuela Carlos Andres Perez 1989 1993 Norway Kjell Magne Bonde-

vik
1997 2000

Venezuela Ramon Jose Ve-
lazquez

1993 1994 Norway Jens Stoltenberg 2000 2001

Venezuela Rafael Caldera 1994 1999 Norway Kjell Magne Bonde-
vik

2001 2005

Venezuela Hugo Chavez 1999 2013 Norway Jens Stoltenberg 2005 2013
Ecuador Rodrigo Borja Ce-

vallos
1988 1992 Norway Erna Solberg 2013

Ecuador Sixto Duran-Ballen 1992 1996 Denmark Poul Schluter 1982 1993
Ecuador Abdalá Bucaram 1996 1997 Denmark Poul Nyrup Ras-

mussen
1993 2001

Ecuador Fabián Alarcón 1997 1998 Denmark Anders Fogh Ras-
mussen

2001 2009

Ecuador Jamil Mahuad 1998 2000 Denmark Lars Lokke Ras-
mussen

2009 2011

Ecuador Gustavo Noboa 2000 2003 Denmark Helle Thorning-
Schmidt

2011 2015

Ecuador Lucio Gutierrez 2003 2005 Denmark Lars Lokke Ras-
mussen

2015 2019

Ecuador Alfredo Palacio 2005 2007 Denmark Mette Frederiksen 2019
Ecuador Rafael Correa 2007 2017 Iceland Steingrimur Her-

mannsson
1988 1991

Ecuador Lenin Moreno 2017 Iceland Davio Oddsson 1991 2004
Peru Alberto Fujimori 1990 2000 Iceland Halldor Asgrimsson 2004 2006
Peru Alejandro Toledo 2001 2006 Iceland Geir Hilmar Haarde 2006 2009
Peru Alan Garcia 2006 2011 Iceland Johanna Siguroard-

ottir
2009 2013

Peru Ollanta Humala 2011 2016 Iceland Sigmundur Davio
Gunnlaugsson

2013 2016

Peru Pablo Kuczynsk 2016 2018 Iceland Katrin Jakobsdottir 2017
Peru Martin Vizcarra 2018 Guinea Bis-

sau
Kumba Iala 2000 2003

Brazil Fernando Collor de
Mello

1990 1992 Guinea Bis-
sau

Joao Viera 2005 2009

Brazil Itamar Franco 1992 1995 Guinea Bis-
sau

Malam Bacai Sanha 2009 2012

Brazil Henrique Cardoso 1995 2003 Guinea Bis-
sau

Jose Mario Vaz 2014

Brazil Lula da Silva 2003 2011 Gambia Adama Barrow 2017
Brazil Dilma Rousseff 2011 2016 Mali Alpha Oumar

Konaré
1992 2002

Brazil Michel Temer 2016 2018 Mali Amadou Toumani
Touré

2002 2013

Brazil Jair Bolsonaro 2019 Mali Ibrahim Boubacar
Keita

2013

Bolivia Jaime Paz Zamora 1989 1993 Senegal Abdoulaye Wade 2000 2012
Bolivia Gonzalo Snchez de

Lozada
1993 1997 Senegal Macky Sall 2012

Bolivia Hugo Banzer 1997 2001 Benin Nicephore Soglo 1991 1996
Bolivia Jorge Quiroga 2001 2002 Benin Mathieu Kerekou 1996 2006
Bolivia Gonzalo Sánchez de

Lozada
2002 2003 Benin Thomas Boni Yayi 2006 2016
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Table A-1: List of Leader-Spells in Democracies

Country Leader Start End Country Leader Start End

Bolivia Carlos Mesa 2003 2005 Benin Patrice Talon 2016
Bolivia Evo Morales 2006 2019 Mauritania Sidi Ould Cheikh

Abdallahi
2007 2008

Paraguay Juan Carlos Was-
mosy

1993 1998 Niger Mahamane Ous-
mane

1993 1996

Paraguay Raul Cubas Grau 1998 1999 Niger Mamadou Tandja 1999 2010
Paraguay Luis Gonzalez Mac-

chi
1999 2003 Niger Mahamadou Is-

soufou
2011

Paraguay Oscar Nicanor
Duarte

2003 2008 Ivory Coast Alassane Ouattara 2010

Paraguay Fernando Lugo 2008 2012 Guinea Alpha Conde 2010
Paraguay Federico Franco 2012 2013 Burkina Faso Roch Marc Chrsi-

tain Kabore
2015

Paraguay Horacio Cartes 2013 2018 Liberia Ellen Johnson Sir-
leaf

2006 2018

Paraguay Mario Abdo Benitez 2018 Liberia George Weah 2018
Chile Patricio Aylwin 1990 1994 Sierra Leone Ahmad Tejan Kab-

bah
1996 1997

Chile Eduardo Frei 1994 2000 Sierra Leone Ahmad Tejan Kab-
bah

1998 2007

Chile Ricardo Lagos 2000 2006 Sierra Leone Ernest Bai Koroma 2007 2018
Chile Michelle Bachelet 2006 2010 Sierra Leone Julius Maada Bio 2018
Chile Sebastian Pinera 2010 2014 Ghana John Kufuor 2001 2009
Chile Michelle Bachelet 2014 2018 Ghana John Atta Mills 2009 2012
Chile Sebastian Pinera 2018 Ghana John Mahama 2012 2017
Argentina Carlos Menem 1989 1999 Ghana Nana Akufo-Addo 2017
Argentina Fernando de la Rua 1999 2001 Nigeria Olusegun Obasanjo 1999 2007
Argentina Eduardo Duhalde 2002 2003 Nigeria Umaru Musa

Yar’Adua
2007 2010

Argentina Nestor Kirchner 2003 2007 Nigeria Goodluck Jonathan 2010 2015
Argentina Cristina Fernandez

de Kirchner
2007 2015 Nigeria Muhammadu

Buhari
2015

Argentina Mauricio Macri 2015 2019 Cen African
Rep

Ange-Felix Patasse 1993 2003

Argentina Alberto Fernandez 2019 Congo Pascal Lissouba 1992 1997
Uruguay Luis Alberto Lacalle 1990 1995 Kenya Mwai Kibaki 2002 2013
Uruguay Julio Maria San-

guinetti
1995 2000 Kenya Uhurto Kenyatta 2013

Uruguay Jorge Battle 2000 2005 Burundi Sylvestre Ntiban-
tunganya

1994 1996

Uruguay Tabare Vazquez 2005 2010 Burundi Pierre Nkurunziza 2005
Uruguay Jose Mujica 2010 2015 Zambia Frederick Chiluba 1991 2002
Uruguay Tabare Vazquez 2015 Zambia Michael Sata 2011 2014
UK John Major 1990 1997 Zambia Edgar Lungu 2015
UK Tony Blair 1997 2007 Malawi Bakili Muluzi 1994 2004
UK Gordon Brown 2007 2010 Malawi Bingu wa Mutharika 2004 2012
UK David Cameron 2010 2016 Malawi Joyce Banda 2012 2014
UK Theresa May 2016 2019 Malawi Peter Mutharika 2014
UK Boris Johnson 2019 South Africa Nelson Mandela 1994 1999
Ireland Charles Haughey 1987 1992 South Africa Thebo Mbeki 1999 2008
Ireland Albert Reynolds 1992 1994 South Africa Kgalema Motlanthe 2008 2009
Ireland John Bruton 1994 1997 South Africa Jacob Zuma 2009 2018
Ireland Bertie Ahern 1997 2008 South Africa Cyril Ramaphosa 2018
Ireland Brian Cowen 2008 2011 Lesotho Ntsu Mokhehle 1993 1998
Ireland Enda Kenny 2011 2017 Lesotho Bethuel Pakalitha

Mosisili
1998 2012
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Table A-1: List of Leader-Spells in Democracies

Country Leader Start End Country Leader Start End

Ireland Leo Eric Varadkar 2017 Lesotho Thomas Thabane 2012 2015
Netherlands Ruud Lubbers 1982 1994 Lesotho Bethuel Pakalitha

Mosisili
2015 2017

Netherlands Wim Kok 1994 2002 Lesotho Thomas Thabane 2017
Netherlands Jan Peter Balke-

nende
2002 2010 Madagascar Albert Zafy 1993 1996

Netherlands Mark Rutte 2010 Madagascar Norbert Ratsiraho-
nana

1996 1997

Belgium Wilfried Martens 1981 1992 Madagascar Didier Ratsiraka 1997 2002
Belgium Jean-Luc Dehaene 1992 1999 Madagascar Marc Ravalomanana 2002 2009
Belgium Guy Verhofstadt 1999 2008 Madagascar Hery Rajaonari-

mampianina
2014 2018

Belgium Herman Van
Rompuy

2008 2009 Madagascar Rajoelina 2018

Belgium Yves Leterme 2009 2011 Mauritius Anerood Jugnauth 1982 1995
Belgium Elio Di Rupo 2011 2014 Mauritius Navinchandra Ram-

goolam
1995 2000

Belgium Charles Michel 2014 2019 Mauritius Anerood Jugnauth 2000 2003
Belgium Sophie Wilmes 2019 Mauritius Paul Berenger 2003 2005
France Francois Mitterrand 1981 1995 Mauritius Navinchandra Ram-

goolam
2005 2014

France Jacques Chirac 1995 2007 Mauritius Anerood Jugnauth 2014 2017
France Nicolas Sarkozy 2007 2012 Mauritius Pravind Jugnauth 2017
France Francois Hollande 2012 2017 Tunisia Moncef Marzouki 2011 2014
France Emmanuel Macron 2017 Tunisia Beji Caid Essebsi 2014 2019
Spain Felipe Gonzalez 1982 1996 Tunisia Kais Saied 2019
Spain Jose Maria Aznar 1996 2004 Turkey Yildirim Akbulut 1989 1991
Spain Luiz Zapatero 2004 2011 Turkey Suleyman Demirel 1991 1993
Spain Mariano Rajoy 2011 2018 Turkey Tansu Ciller 1993 1996
Spain Pedro Sanchez 2018 Turkey Necmettin Erbakan 1996 1997
Portugal Mario Soares 1986 1996 Turkey Mesut Yilmaz 1997 1999
Portugal Jorge Sampaio 1996 2006 Turkey Bulent Ecevit 1999 2002
Portugal Anibal Cavaco Silva 2006 2016 Turkey Abdullah Gul 2002 2003
Portugal Marcelo Rebelo de

Sousa
2016 Turkey Recep Tayyip Erdo-

gan
2003

Germany Helmut Kohl 1990 1998 Iraq Haider al-Abadi 2014 2018
Germany Gerhard Schroder 1998 2005 Iraq Adel Abdul-Mahdi 2018 2020
Germany Angela Merkel 2005 Egypt Mohammed Morsi 2012 2013

Poland Lech Walesa 1990 1995 Lebanon Émile Lahoud 1998 2007
Poland Aleksander Kwas-

niewski
1995 2005 Lebanon Fouad Siniora 2007 2008

Poland Lech Kaczynski 2005 2010 Lebanon Michel Suleiman 2008 2014
Poland Bronislaw Ko-

morowski
2010 2015 Lebanon Tammam Salam 2014 2016

Poland Andrzej Duda 2015 Lebanon Michel Aoun 2016 2019
Austria Franz Vranitzky 1986 1997 Lebanon Hassan Diab 2019
Austria Viktor Klima 1997 2000 Israel Yitzhak Shamir 1986 1992
Austria Wolfgang Shüssel 2000 2007 Israel Yitzhak Rabin 1992 1995
Austria Alfred Gusenbauer 2007 2008 Israel Shimon Peres 1995 1996
Austria Werner Fayman 2008 2016 Israel Benjamin Ne-

tanyahu
1996 1999

Austria Christian Kern 2016 2017 Israel Ehud Barak 1999 2001
Austria Sebastian Kerz 2017 2019 Israel Ariel Sharon 2001 2006
Austria Brigitte Bierlein 2019 2020 Israel Ehud Olmert 2006 2009
Hungary Jozsef Antal 1990 1993 Israel Benjamin Ne-

tanyahu
2009
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Table A-1: List of Leader-Spells in Democracies

Country Leader Start End Country Leader Start End

Hungary Peter Boross 1993 1994 Afghanistan Ashraf Ghani 2014
Hungary Gyula Horn 1994 1998 Kyrgyzstan Roza Otunbayeva 2010 2011
Hungary Viktor Orban 1998 2002 Kyrgyzstan Almazbek Atam-

bayev
2011 2017

Hungary Peter Medgyessy 2002 2004 Kyrgyzstan Sooronbay Jeen-
bekov

2017

Hungary Ferenc Gyurcsany 2004 2009 Mongolia Punsalmaagiyn
Ochirbat

1990 1997

Hungary Gordon Bajnai 2009 2010 Mongolia Natsagiin Baga-
bandi

1997 2005

Hungary Viktor Orban 2010 Mongolia Nambaryn Enkhba-
yar

2005 2009

Czechoslovakia Marian Calfa 1989 1992 Mongolia Tsakhiagiin Elbeg-
dorj

2009 2017

Czech Rep Vaclav Klaus 1993 1997 Mongolia Khaltmaagiin Bat-
tulga

2017

Czech Rep Milos Zeman 1998 2002 Taiwan Chen Shui-bian 2000 2008
Czech Rep Vladimir Spidla 2002 2004 Taiwan Ma Ying-jeou 2008 2016
Czech Rep Stanislav Gross 2004 2005 Taiwan Tsai Ing-wen 2016
Czech Rep Jiri Paroubek 2005 2006 South Korea Roh Tae-woo 1988 1993
Czech Rep Mirek Topolanek 2006 2009 South Korea Kim Young-sam 1993 1998
Czech Rep Petr Necas 2010 2013 South Korea Kim Dae-jung 1998 2003
Czech Rep Bohuslav Sobotka 2014 2017 South Korea Roh Moo-hyun 2003 2008
Czech Rep Andrej Babis 2017 South Korea Lee Myung-bak 2008 2013
Slovakia Vladimir Meciar 1992 1994 South Korea Park Geun-hye 2013 2017
Slovakia Vladimir Meciar 1994 1998 South Korea Moon Jae-in 2017
Slovakia Mikulas Dzurinda 1998 2006 Japan Toshiki Kaifu 1989 1991
Slovakia Robert Fico 2006 2010 Japan Kiichi Miyazawa 1991 1993
Slovakia Iveta Radicova 2010 2012 Japan Morihiro Hosokawa 1993 1994
Slovakia Robert Fico 2012 2018 Japan Tomiichi Murayama 1994 1996
Slovakia Peter Pellegrini 2018 Japan Ryutaro Hashimoto 1996 1998
Italy Giulio Andreotti 1989 1992 Japan Keizō Obuchi 1998 2000
Italy Giuliano Amato 1992 1993 Japan Yoshirō Mori 2000 2001
Italy Romano Prodi 1996 1998 Japan Junichiro Koizumi 2001 2006
Italy Massimo D’Alema 1998 2000 Japan Shinzo Abe 2006 2007
Italy Giuliano Amato 2000 2001 Japan Yasuo Fukuda 2007 2008
Italy Silvio Berlusconi 2001 2006 Japan Tarō Asō 2008 2009
Italy Romano Prodi 2006 2008 Japan Yukio Hatoyama 2009 2010
Italy Silvio Berlusconi 2008 2011 Japan Naoto Kan 2010 2011
Italy Letta 2013 2014 Japan Yoshihiko Noda 2011 2012
Italy Renzi 2014 2016 Japan Shinzo Abe 2012
Italy Gentiloni 2016 2018 India Chandra Shekhar 1990 1991
Italy Conte 2018 India P. V. Narasimha

Rao
1991 1996

Albania Ramiz Alia 1991 1992 India H. D. Deve Gowda 1996 1997
Albania Sali Berisha 1992 1997 India Indra Kumar Gujral 1997 1998
Albania Fatos Nano 1997 1998 India Atal Bihari Vaj-

payee
1998 2004

Albania Pandeli Majko 1998 1999 India Manmohan Singh 2004 2014
Albania Ilir Meta 1999 2002 India Narendra Modi 2014
Albania Fatos Nano 2002 2005 Pakistan Nawaz Sharif 1990 1993
Albania Sali Berisha 2005 2013 Pakistan Benazir Bhutto 1993 1996
Albania Edi Rama 2013 Pakistan Malik Meraj Khalid 1996 1997
Macedonia Nikola Kljusev 1991 1992 Pakistan Nawaz Sharif 1997 1999
Macedonia Branko Crvenkovski 1992 1998 Pakistan Asif Ali Zardari 2008 2013
Macedonia Ljubco Georgievski 1998 2002 Pakistan Nawaz Sharif 2013 2017
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Table A-1: List of Leader-Spells in Democracies

Country Leader Start End Country Leader Start End

Macedonia Branko Crvenkovski 2002 2004 Pakistan Shahid Khaqan Ab-
basi

2017 2018

Macedonia Vlado Buckovski 2004 2006 Pakistan Imran Khan 2018
Macedonia Nikola Gruevski 2006 2016 Bangladesh Khaleda Zia 1991 1996
Macedonia Emil Dimitriev 2016 2017 Bangladesh Sheikh Hasina

Wazed
1996 2001

Macedonia Zoran Zaev 2017 2020 Bangladesh Khaleda Zia 2001 2006
Croatia Franjo Tudman 1991 1999 Bangladesh Sheikh Hasina

Wazed
2009

Croatia Ivica Racan 2000 2003 Sri Lanka Chandrika Ku-
maratunga

1994 2005

Croatia Ivo Sanader 2003 2009 Sri Lanka Mahinda Rajapaksa 2005 2015
Croatia Jadranka Kosor 2009 2011 Sri Lanka Maithripala Sirisena 2015 2019
Croatia Zoran Milanovic 2011 2016 Sri Lanka Gotabaya Ra-

japaksa
2019

Croatia Andrej Plenkovic 2016 Nepal Girija Prasad
Koirala

1991 1994

Yugoslavia Vojislav Kostunica 2000 2003 Nepal Man Mohan Ad-
hikari

1994 1995

Serbia-
Montenegro

Svetozar Marovic 2003 2006 Nepal Sher Bahadur
Deuba

1995 1997

Serbia Vojislav Kostunica 2006 2008 Nepal Surya Bahadur
Thapa

1997 1998

Serbia Mirko Cvetkovic 2008 2012 Nepal Girija Prasad
Koirala

1998 1999

Serbia Ivica Dacic 2012 2014 Nepal Krishna Prasad
Bhattarai

1999 2000

Serbia Aleksandar Vucic 2014 2017 Nepal Girija Prasad
Koirala

2000 2001

Serbia Ana Brnabic 2017 Nepal Sher Bahadur
Deuba

2001 2002

Kosovo Hashim Thaci 2008 2014 Nepal Girija Prasad
Koirala

2006 2008

Kosovo Isa Mustafa 2014 2017 Nepal Pushpa Kamal Da-
hal

2008 2009

Kosovo Ramush Haradinaj 2017 2020 Nepal Madhav Kumar
Nepal

2009 2011

Slovenia Lojze Peterle 1990 1992 Nepal Baburam Bhattarai 2011 2013
Slovenia Janez Drnovsek 1992 2000 Nepal Sushil Koirala 2014 2015
Slovenia Janez Drnovsek 2000 2002 Nepal Khadga Prasad

Sharma Oli
2015 2016

Slovenia Anton Rop 2002 2004 Nepal Pushpa Kamal Da-
hal

2016 2017

Slovenia Janez Jansa 2004 2008 Nepal Sher Bahadur
Deuba

2017 2018

Slovenia Borut Pahor 2008 2012 Nepal Khadga Prasad
Sharma Oli

2018

Slovenia Janez Jansa 2012 2013 Thailand Chatichai Choonha-
van

1988 1991

Slovenia Alenka Bratusek 2013 2014 Thailand Chuan Leekpai 1992 1995
Slovenia Miro Cerar 2014 2018 Thailand Banharn Silpa-archa 1995 1996
Slovenia Marjan Sarec 2018 Thailand Chaovalit

Yongchaiyut
1996 1997

Greece Konstantinos Mitso-
takis

1990 1993 Thailand Chuan Leekpai 1997 2001
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Table A-1: List of Leader-Spells in Democracies

Country Leader Start End Country Leader Start End

Greece Andreas Papan-
dreou

1993 1996 Thailand Thaksin Shinawatra 2001 2006

Greece Kostas Simitis 1996 2004 Thailand Abhisit Vejjajiva 2008 2011
Greece Kostas Karamanlis 2004 2009 Thailand Yingluck Shinawa-

tra
2011 2014

Greece George Papandreou 2009 2011 Malaysia Mohamad Mahathir 2018 2020
Greece Antonis Samaras 2012 2015 Philippines Corazon Aquino 1986 1992
Greece Alexis Tsipras 2015 2019 Philippines Fidel Ramos 1992 1998
Greece Mitsotakis 2019 Philippines Joseph Estrada 1998 2001
Bulgaria Dimitar Popov 1990 1991 Philippines Gloria Macapagal

Arroyo
2001 2010

Bulgaria Philip Dimitrov 1991 1992 Philippines Benigno Aquino III 2010 2016
Bulgaria Lyuben Berov 1992 1994 Philippines Rodrigo Duterte 2016
Bulgaria Zhan Vasilev Vide-

nov
1995 1997 Indonesia Abdurrahman

Wahid
1999 2001

Bulgaria Ivan Kostov 1997 2001 Indonesia Megawati Sukarnop-
utri

2001 2004

Bulgaria Simeon Borisov
Saxe-Coburg-Gotha

2001 2005 Indonesia Susilo Bambang
Yudhoyono

2004 2014

Bulgaria Sergei Stanishev 2005 2009 Indonesia Joko Widodo 2014
Bulgaria Boyko Borisov 2009 2013 Australia Robert Hawke 1983 1991
Bulgaria Plamen Oresharski 2013 2014 Australia Paul Keating 1991 1996
Bulgaria Boyko Borisov 2014 2017 Australia John Howard 1996 2007
Bulgaria Boyko Borisov 2017 Australia Kevin Rudd 2007 2010
Moldova Mircea Snegur 1989 1997 Australia Julia Gillard 2010 2013
Moldova Petru Lucinschi 1997 2001 Australia Tony Abbott 2013 2015
Moldova Vasile Tarlev 2001 2008 Australia Malcolm Turnbull 2015 2018
Moldova Zinaida Greceanii 2008 2009 Australia Scott Morrison 2018
Moldova Vladimir Filat 2009 2013 New Zealand Jim Bolger 1990 1997
Moldova Iurie Leanca 2013 2015 New Zealand Jennifer Shipley 1997 1999
Moldova Pavel Filip 2016 2019 New Zealand Helen Clark 1999 2008
Moldova Ion Chicu 2019 New Zealand John Key 2008 2016
Romania Petre Roman 1989 1991 New Zealand Bill English 2016 2017
Romania Theodor Dumitru

Stolojan
1991 1992 New Zealand Jacinda Ardern 2017

Romania Nicolae Vacaroiu 1992 1996

542 democratically elected leaders with 608 leader-spells in this dataset from 1991 to 2020.
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Table A-2: List of Independent Leader-Spells in Democracies

Country Leader Start End Country Leader Start End

Bulgaria Dimitar Popov 1990 1991 Iraq Adel Abdul-Mahdi 2018 2020

Latvia Andris S̆ķéle 1995 1997 Lebanon Émile Lahoud 1998 2007
Lithuania Gitanas Nauseda 2019 Lebanon Michel Suleiman 2008 2014
Guinea Bissau Joao Viera 2005 2009 Lebanon Tammam Salam 2014 2016
Benin Thomas Boni Yayi 2006 2016 Lebanon Hassan Diab 2019
Benin Patrice Talon 2016 Afghanistan Ashraf Ghani 2014

12 leader-spells of democratically elected independents in this dataset from 1991 to 2020.

Table A-3: List of Technocrat Leader-Spells in Democracies

Country Leader Start End Country Leader Start End

Haiti Ertha Pascal-Trouillot 1990 1991 Greece Lucas Papademos 2011 2012
Czech Rep Josef Tosovsky 1997 1998 Romania Mugur Isarescu 1999 2000
Czech Rep Jan Fischer 2009 2010 Bangladesh Shahabuddin Ahmed 1990 1991
Italy Carlo Azeglio Ciampi 1993 1994 Bangladesh Fakhruddin Ahmed 2007 2009
Italy Lamberto Din 1995 1996 Nepal Khil Raj Regmi 2013 2014
Italy Mario Monti 2011 2013

11 technocrat leader-spells in this dataset from 1991 to 2020.
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2 Appendix B: Item data and exploratory factor analysis

2.1 Data structure

We conceptualize parties as political organizations with the latent capacity to potentially constrain
the leaders behavior once in office. Party personalism, according to our definition, implicitly erodes
this capacity. We code information on leaders and their relationship with the parties that backed
their selection into the leadership position at the time of the election. This leaves a handful
of democratic leaders who are truly independent of a party and who, conceptually, cannot be
constrained by the party that launched them to power: these leaders have no party and thus the
most diminished form of a non-personalized party.1 To allow users to incorporate party personalism
in applied analysis, we code these leaders as having no party and therefore code the indicators for
these leaders in a way that reflects higher levels of party personalism. This means we have a party
personalism score for truly independent leaders who lack a support party. And this leaves us with
a sample of leaders (a handful of which do not actually have support parties when selection into
office).

Our data therefore corresponds to democratically-elected leaders, nearly all of whom have a
supporting political party, even though some declare themselves independents. The data set con-
tains 542 separate leaders in 106 countries; however, there are 592 separate leader-spells because
some individual leaders have more than one spell as leader.2

Users may choose the drop all leaders, listed Table A-2, who we treat as truly independent of
a political party when they are selected to chief excutive office. For the applied analysis we report
below, we include these leaders. However, we note that the results for polarization we report are
stronger when we omit these leaders who are independent of a political party when selected chief
executive.

2.2 Why manifest items correspond to party personalism

The final IRT measurement model includes eight distinct items, listed below. The concept we
measure with this model is the following: the extent to which parties are vehicles to advance leaders’
personal political careers such that the leader has more control and power over the party than do
other senior party elites in advancing policy and making personnel choices. The definition contains
two subcomponents that conceptually related: “parties that advance leaders’ careers” and leaders’
“control and power” relative to other senior party elites.

• Create party: Did the leader create the political party that backed them in the election for
chief executive? (binary)

• National appointment with electing party: Did the leader hold a national appointed position
with the electing party prior to being selected chief executive? (binary)

• National elected with electing party: Did the leader hold a national elected position with the
electing party prior to being selected chief executive? (binary)

• Party leadership position with electing party: Did the leader hold an appointed position with
the electing party (e.g., party leader or treasurer) prior to being selected chief executive?
(binary)

1These truly independent leaders are not the same as appointed technocratic leaders. See Tables A-2 and A-3.
2If we count Serbia, Serbia-Montenegro, and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia of three separate countries then

the data cover 108 countries. A leader-spell is a period of consecutive, uninterrupted months in which the leader is
the chief executive.
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• Local appointed with electing party: Did the leader hold an appointed local position with
the electing party prior to being selected chief executive? (binary)

• Local elected with electing party: Did the leader hold an elected local position with the
electing party prior to being selected chief executive? (binary)

• Prior independent: Did the leader hold a political office or run as a losing candidate for the
chief executive position as a political independent (i.e., without backing from an established
political party) prior to being selected chief executive? (binary)

• Party experience: How long has the leader been in an established electing political party prior
to assuming office? (binary)

A party created by a politicians (create party captures both subcomponents because the creation
(prior to an election) is to enable the political to get elected (career advancement) and party creation
means having initial control of and power within the party. This item captures higher levels of party
personalism.

Five additional indicators provide information about the leader’s prior positions in the party
that backed the leader in the election. Two of these items relate to prior experience with the
party at a local level and two at the national level. Local service to the party (local appointed and
local elected) indicates that the leader has experience serving the party without a national electoral
following and adhering to party norms for power-sharing.3 We expect local elected and appointed
positions to capture less party personalism.

National appointments and elected positions with the party indicate that other senior elites in
the party value the leader’s contributions to party service and the leader had previously served
under other party elite. Both national appointments and elected positions should capture less
personalism. That said, national elected positions might translate into a national electoral following
that provides the would-be leader with a source of power external to the party. We would thus
expect national elected positions to indicate more personalism than national appointed positions.
Finally, having a national party position provides the leader a resource within the party and should
indicator more party personalism.

A seventh indicator captures whether the leader had previously held an elected or appointed
position as an independent or whether the leader had run for the national chief executive position
as an independent but lost that race. A prior independent political career indicates that a leader
may have electoral strength independent of the party, especially a party the leader did not create.
We thus expect prior independent to capture higher levels of party personalism.

The final indicator combines information about how long the party has existed with information
about how long the leader has been a member of the party. Older parties will be have elites who
have a history of repeated interaction together, which should enable them to more successfully
counter moves by the leader to take party power from them. And leaders who have served in lower
level positions in the party for a long time will be more likely to have internalized the norms of
party, including sharing power with other elites. We thus expect party experience to capture lower
levels of party personalism.

3An earlier data collection effort coded whether the leader had previously been mayor of the capitol city or the
largest city in the country, which might personal electoral power outside the party. We found that this indicator did
not load with the latent dimension.
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2.3 Exploratory factor analysis

Our initial data collection included recording information on two items related to the family of
the leader: Did a family member of the leader create the supporting party? And did a family
member of the leader ever lead the supporting party? Examples of a positive response for the
first family include Benazir Bhutto (her father, Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, created the Pakistani People’s
Party) and Peter Mutharika (his brother, Bingu wa Mutharika, created the Democratic Progressive
Party). Indira Gandhi and George W. Bush are leaders whose parents were former supporting party
leaders (Congress party and Republican party, respectively).
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Figure B-1: Factor analysis for eight items plus two family-party items

However, these two items do not load on the same dimension as the other eight items that we
utilize to estimate latent party personalism. This in of itself would not be entirely problematic,
but the two family items introduce a strong second dimension into the underlying data. The left
plot of Figure B-1 shows the eigen factors from an exploratory factor analysis using the eight items
plus the two family-related items. The first and second factors, or dimensions, in the data are
relatively strong, with eigen values greater than 1. In fact, as can be seen in the right plot, the
strongest – or first factor – is the dimension that separates leaders with family parties (far left of
the horizontal axis) from leaders without family parties. Indeed, after a factor rotation that allows
the factors to (possibly) be correlated, the first two factors have roughly the same eigen values and
the family items are completely uncorrelated with the other items while the other items are not
correlated with the factor produced by the family items. This result, strongly suggests the presence
of a second factor when including the family items in the analysis. The presence of a second strong
factor, or dimension, in the data violates a critical assumption of the IRT model – that the data
record information on only one underlying dimension.

When we drop these two family items, the eigen value of the first factor (1.40), as shown in the
left plot of Figure B-2 is much higher than the eign value of the second (0.39), suggesting a second
factor is not likely to be present in the data. We use this evidence to justify the uni-dimensional
assumption of the IRT approach. The right plot of the Figure provides a first look at the factor
loading of the party personalism dimension, shown on the horizontal axis as Factor 1. Further,
there appears to be no apparent pattern among the items linking the two dimensions in the factor
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loading plot.

-.5

0

.5

1

1.5

Ei
ge

nv
al

ue
s

0 2 4 6 8

Number

Eigen values for 8 items

natelect

natappt

natparty

localappt

create

localelect

priorindep

partyexp

-.4

-.2

0

.2

.4

Fa
ct

or
 2

.2 .3 .4 .5 .6

Factor 1

Factor loadings

Figure B-2: Factor analysis for eight items
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3 Appendix C: Party personalism scores

Party personalism data We employ a 2-parameter logistic (IRT-2PL) model to estimate the
latent trait of party personalism, and Table C-1 shows the summary statistics of the eight items
we treat as observable indicators and the latent estimate. Figure C-1 shows the distribution of the
party personalism scores over the (0,1) interval, where is 0 is the lowest score in the sample and
1 is the highest score. The solid line in the plot depicts a normal distribution for comparison. A
formal test of the party personalism distribution’s departure from a normal distribution is provided
by the Shapiro-Francia W’ test statistic, which is equal to 0.98 (test statistic close to 1 indicate a
perfectly normal distribution).

Table C-1: Summary statistics of eight items and latent estimate

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Max

Create party 2,392 0.288 0.453 0 1
National elected 2,392 0.365 0.482 0 1

National appointed 2,392 0.551 0.497 0 1
Party leadership 2,392 0.266 0.442 0 1

Local elected 2,392 0.804 0.397 0 1
Local appointed 2,392 0.953 0.212 0 1

Prior independent 2,392 0.117 0.322 0 1
Party experience 2,392 0.714 0.452 0 1

Party personalism 2,392 0.526 0.225 0 1

Shapiro–Francia test W'=0.993

NxT=2,394
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Figure C-1: Party personalism distribution

Figure C-2 provides the estimated party personalism score for each leader-spell in the data.
Some individual leaders are listed more than once (e.g. Michelle Bachelet in Chile) because they
were chief executive for more than one spell of consecutive years.
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Erna Solberg-Norway
Kjell Magne Bondevik-Norway
Kjell Magne Bondevik-Norway

Sanna Marin-Finland
Francois Hollande-France

Julia Gillard-Australia
Natsagiin Bagabandi-Mongolia

Kevin Rudd-Australia
Paul Keating-Australia

John Major-United Kingdom
Leo Eric Varadkar-Ireland

Scott Morrison-Australia
Jyrki Katainen-Finland

Carlos Andres Perez-Venezuela
Theresa May-United Kingdom

Mari Kiviniemi-Finland
Sebastian Kerz-Austria

Bertie Ahern-Ireland
Matti Vanhanen-Finland
Goran Persson-Sweden

Lars Lokke Rasmussen-Denmark
Ma Ying-jeou-Taiwan

Cesar Gaviria-Colombia
Charles Haughey-Ireland

Malam Bacai Sanha-Guinea Bissau
Francois Mitterrand-France

Nils Daniel Carl Bildt-Sweden
Fernando de la Rua-Argentina

Lars Lokke Rasmussen-Denmark
Brian Cowen-Ireland

Ahmad Tejan Kabbah-Sierra Leone
Ferenc Gyurcsany-Hungary

Jacob Zuma-South Africa
Shinzo Abe-Japan

Geir Hilmar Haarde-Iceland
Junichiro Koizumi-Japan

Gro Harlem Brundtland-Norway
Haider al-Abadi-Iraq

John Howard-Australia
Julio Maria Sanguinetti-Uruguay

Ernesto Samper Pizano-Colombia
Helen Clark-New Zealand

Mario Abdo Benitez-Paraguay
Enda Kenny-Ireland

Jens Stoltenberg-Norway
Malcolm Turnbull-Australia

Gonzalo Sánchez de Lozada-Bolivia
Mahinda Rajapaksa-Sri Lanka

Tarō Asō-Japan
Mauno Koivisto-Finland

Yasuo Fukuda-Japan
Tony Abbott-Australia

Sher Bahadur Deuba-Nepal
Steingrimur Hermannsson-Iceland

Carlos Flores-Honduras
Sher Bahadur Deuba-Nepal

Gonzalo Sánchez de Lozada-Bolivia
Halldor Asgrimsson-Iceland

Gosta Ingvar Carlsson-Sweden
George Bush-United States

Gordon Brown-United Kingdom
Mette Frederiksen-Denmark

Jean Chrétien-Canada
John Bruton-Ireland

Chuan Leekpai-Thailand
Zoran Milanovic-Croatia

Jim Bolger-New Zealand
Wolfgang Shüssel-Austria

Gosta Ingvar Carlsson-Sweden
Anders Fogh Rasmussen-Denmark

Kgalema Motlanthe-South Africa
Mark Rutte-Netherlands

Paul Martin-Canada
Tony Blair-United Kingdom

Michelle Bachelet-Chile
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Scores

Michelle Bachelet-Chile
Shinzo Abe-Japan

Jens Stoltenberg-Norway
Punsalmaagiyn Ochirbat-Mongolia

Giulio Andreotti-Italy
Werner Fayman-Austria

Bill English-New Zealand
P. V. Narasimha Rao-India

Albert Reynolds-Ireland
Boris Johnson-United Kingdom

Nambaryn Enkhbayar-Mongolia
Gerhard Schroder-Germany
Enrique Peña Nieto-Mexico
Eduardo Duhalde-Argentina

Felipe Calderón-Mexico
Thorbjorn Jagland-Norway

Poul Schluter-Denmark
Tomiichi Murayama-Japan

Davio Oddsson-Iceland
Pedro Sanchez-Spain

Porfirio Lobo-Honduras
Sher Bahadur Deuba-Nepal

Paavo Lipponen-Finland
Óscar Arias-Costa Rica

Ramon Jose Velazquez-Venezuela
Chuan Leekpai-Thailand

Jennifer Shipley-New Zealand
Luis Gonzalez Macchi-Paraguay

Laura Chinchilla-Costa Rica
Luis Alberto Lacalle-Uruguay

Manuel Zelaya-Honduras
Stubb-Finland

Manmohan Singh-India
Michelle Bachelet-Chile

Ivica Racan-Croatia
Oscar Nicanor Duarte-Paraguay

Guillermo Endara-Panama
Hipólito Mejía-Dominican Rep.

Rafael Callejas-Honduras
Thebo Mbeki-South Africa

Alberto Fernandez-Argentina
Peter Medgyessy-Hungary

Fredrik Reinfeldt-Sweden
Michel Temer-Brazil

Alan Garcia-Peru
Jorge Battle-Uruguay

Juan Orlando Hernández-Honduras
Angela Merkel-Germany

Alfred Gusenbauer-Austria
Sushil Koirala-Nepal

Christian Kern-Austria
Girija Prasad Koirala-Nepal

Luiz Zapatero-Spain
Sheikh Hasina Wazed-Bangladesh

Girija Prasad Koirala-Nepal
Romano Prodi-Italy

Abhisit Vejjajiva-Thailand
Krishna Prasad Bhattarai-Nepal

Navinchandra Ramgoolam-Mauritius
Sheikh Hasina Wazed-Bangladesh

Carlos Reina-Honduras
Jacinda Ardern-New Zealand

Massimo D'Alema-Italy
Juha Sipila-Finland

Helle Thorning-Schmidt-Denmark
Stefan Lofven-Sweden

Robert Hawke-Australia
Girija Prasad Koirala-Nepal

Jose Mario Vaz-Guinea Bissau
Vincente Fox-Mexico

Barack Obama-United States
Cristina Fernandez de Kirchner-Argentina

Yves Leterme-Belgium
Elio Di Rupo-Belgium

Katrin Jakobsdottir-Iceland
Mariano Rajoy-Spain
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Scores

Mariano Rajoy-Spain
Marcelo Rebelo de Sousa-Portugal

G.W. Bush-United States
Marian Calfa-Czechoslovakia

Martti Ahtisaari-Finland
Franz Vranitzky-Austria

Benigno Aquino III-Philippines
Pravind Jugnauth-Mauritius

Vladimir Spidla-Czech Republic
Nelson Mandela-South Africa
Juan Carlos Varela-Panama

Mireya Moscoso-Panama
Julius Maada Bio-Sierra Leone

Ramiz Alia-Albania
Ricardo Maduro-Honduras
Nestor Kirchner-Argentina
Bill Clinton-United States

Fabrio Ernesto Alarcon Rivera-Ecuador
Guy Verhofstadt-Belgium

Charles Michel-Belgium
Traian Basescu-Romania

Jiri Paroubek-Czech Republic
Jamil Mahuad-Ecuador
Jacques Chirac-France

Sigmundur Davio Gunnlaugsson-Iceland
Giuliano Amato-Italy

Ivica Dacic-Serbia
Chandrika Kumaratunga-Sri Lanka

Benjamin Netanyahu-Israel
Khadga Prasad Sharma Oli-Nepal

Mitsotakis-Greece
Johanna Siguroardottir-Iceland

Petr Necas-Czech Republic
Ivan Kostov-Bulgaria

Stanislav Gross-Czech Republic
David Cameron-United Kingdom

John Mahama-Ghana
Ruud Lubbers-Netherlands

Ivo Sanader-Croatia
Sylvestre Ntibantunganya-Burundi

George Papandreou-Greece
Benjamin Netanyahu-Israel

Keizō Obuchi-Japan
Iveta Radicova-Slovakia

Ehud Barak-Israel
Ariel Sharon-Israel

Khadga Prasad Sharma Oli-Nepal
John Atta Mills-Ghana

Mwai Kibaki-Kenya
Anerood Jugnauth-Mauritius
Jean-Luc Dehaene-Belgium

Asif Ali Zardari-Pakistan
Ilir Meta-Albania

Ryutaro Hashimoto-Japan
Joyce Banda-Malawi

Peter Mutharika-Malawi
Bronislaw Komorowski-Poland

Nikola Gruevski-Macedonia
Danlio Medina-Dominican Rep.
Herman Van Rompuy-Belgium

Yitzhak Rabin-Israel
Jadranka Kosor-Croatia
Kiichi Miyazawa-Japan

Antonis Samaras-Greece
Wim Kok-Netherlands
Edgar Lungu-Zambia

Banharn Silpa-archa-Thailand
Anibal Cavaco Silva-Portugal

Konstantinos Mitsotakis-Greece
Bohuslav Sobotka-Czech Republic

Sophie Wilmes-Belgium
Goodluck Jonathan-Nigeria

Vlado Buckovski-Macedonia
Viktor Klima-Austria

Taavi Rõivas-Estonia
Malik Meraj Khalid-Pakistan
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Scores

Malik Meraj Khalid-Pakistan
Narendra Modi-India

Sooronbay Jeenbekov-Kyrgyzstan
Edi Rama-Albania

Jorge Sampaio-Portugal
Federico Franco-Paraguay

Sebastian Pinera-Chile
Zoran Zaev-Macedonia

Tabare Vazquez-Uruguay
Jan Peter Balkenende-Netherlands

Chen Shui-bian-Taiwan
Jose Maria Aznar-Spain

Helmut Kohl-Germany
Sebastian Pinera-Chile

Martin Vizcarra-Peru
Kostas Simitis-Greece

Plamen Oresharski-Bulgaria
Roh Moo-hyun-South Korea

Toshiki Kaifu-Japan
Nana Akufo-Addo-Ghana

Jose Mujica-Uruguay
Peter Pellegrini-Slovakia

Andrzej Duda-Poland
Zinaida Greceanii-Moldova

Andrej Plenkovic-Croatia
Shahid Khaqan Abbasi-Pakistan

Milos Zeman-Czech Republic
Tsai Ing-wen-Taiwan

Janez Jansa-Slovenia
Andrus Ansip-Estonia
Aigars Kalvitis-Latvia

Janez Drnovsek-Slovenia
Janez Jansa-Slovenia

Yoshirō Mori-Japan
Anton Rop-Slovenia

Pierre Nkurunziza-Burundi
Laurentino Cortizo-Panama

Jozsef Antal-Hungary
Martín Torrijos-Panama
Adama Barrow-Gambia

Raul Cubas Grau-Paraguay
Francisco Flores-El Salvador

Gyula Horn-Hungary
Alassane Ouattara-Ivory Coast
Calderón Fournier-Costa Rica

Nicolas Sarkozy-France
Petru Lucinschi-Moldova

Tansu Ciller-Turkey
Khaleda Zia-Bangladesh
Adrian Nastase-Romania

Jorge Quiroga Ramirez-Bolivia
Lenin Moreno-Ecuador

Bethuel Pakalitha Mosisili-Lesotho
Wilfried Martens-Belgium

Pandeli Majko-Albania
Miguel Ángel Rodríguez-Costa Rica

Park Geun-hye-South Korea
Justin Trudeau-Canada

Sergei Stanishev-Bulgaria
Navinchandra Ramgoolam-Mauritius

Mirek Topolanek-Czech Republic
John Key-New Zealand

Kostas Karamanlis-Greece
Madhav Kumar Nepal-Nepal
Pushpa Kamal Dahal-Nepal

Philip Dimitrov-Bulgaria
Felipe Gonzalez-Spain

Sánchez Cerén-El Salvador
Roza Otunbayeva-Kyrgyzstan

Leonel Fernández-Dominican Rep.
Eduardo Frei-Chile

Emil Dimitriev-Macedonia
Ehud Olmert-Israel

Benazir Bhutto-Pakistan
Abel Pacheco-Costa Rica

Radu Vasile-Romania
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Scores

Radu Vasile-Romania
Poul Nyrup Rasmussen-Denmark

Martin Brian Mulroney-Canada
Zhan Vasilev Videnov-Bulgaria

Álvaro Arzú-Guatemala
Lee Myung-bak-South Korea

Andris Berzins-Latvia
Rodrigo Duterte-Philippines

Indra Kumar Gujral-India
Khaltmaagiin Battulga-Mongolia

Valdis Dombrovskis-Latvia
Iurie Leanca-Moldova

Gloria Macapagal Arroyo-Philippines
Edgar Savisaar-Estonia
Andres Tarand-Estonia

Isa Mustafa-Kosovo
Arnoldo Alemán-Nicaragua
Andres Pastrana-Colombia

Klaus Iohannis-Romania
Renzi-Italy

Tabare Vazquez-Uruguay
Carlos Menem-Argentina

Pavel Filip-Moldova
Brigitte Bierlein-Austria

Giorgi Margvelashvili-Georgia
Gordon Bajnai-Hungary

Carlos Alvarado-Costa Rica
Ana Brnabic-Serbia

Giuliano Amato-Italy
René Préval-Haiti

Ion Chicu-Moldova
Juan Carlos Wasmosy-Paraguay

Theodor Dumitru Stolojan-Romania
Mamuka Bakhtadze-Georgia

Mirko Cvetkovic-Serbia
Norbert Ratsirahonana-Madagascar

Figueres Olsen-Costa Rica
Paul Berenger-Mauritius

Mahamadou Issoufou-Niger
Yitzhak Shamir-Israel

Vaclav Klaus-Czech Republic
Letta-Italy

Mesut Yilmaz-Turkey
Naoto Kan-Japan

Aleksandar Vucic-Serbia
Branko Crvenkovski-Macedonia

Abdoulaye Wade-Senegal
Shimon Peres-Israel

Mikulas Dzurinda-Slovakia
Branko Crvenkovski-Macedonia

Patricio Aylwin-Chile
Ricardo Martinelli-Panama

Mario Soares-Portugal
Viktor Yanukovych-Ukraine

Alexis Tsipras-Greece
Bulent Ecevit-Turkey

Andrej Babis-Czech Republic
Jocelerme Privert-Haiti
Ivan Duque-Colombia

Boris Nikolayevich Yeltsin-Russia
Mamadou Tandja-Niger

Tsakhiagiin Elbegdorj-Mongolia
Vytautas Landsbergis-Lithuania

Vilis Kristopans-Latvia
Borut Pahor-Slovenia

Mart Laar-Estonia
Tiit Vähi-Estonia

Valdas Adamkus-Lithuania
Juri Ratas-Estonia

Khaleda Zia-Bangladesh
Stephen Harper-Canada

Enrique Bolaños-Nicaragua
Dilma Rousseff-Brazil

Leonel Fernández-Dominican Rep.
Ernest Bai Koroma-Sierra Leone

Itamar Franco-Brazil
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Scores

Itamar Franco-Brazil
Gustavo Noboa-Ecuador
Danial Ortega-Nicaragua
Mohammed Morsi-Egypt

Girija Prasad Koirala-Nepal
Kim Dae-jung-South Korea

Kim Young-sam-South Korea
Alfonso Portillo-Guatemala

Carlos Mesa-Bolivia
Joko Widodo-Indonesia

Umaru Musa Yar'Adua-Nigeria
Victor Ciorbea-Romania
Lech Kaczynski-Poland

Armando Calderón Sol-El Salvador
Mikheil Saakashvili-Georgia
Mikheil Saakashvili-Georgia

Mauricio Macri-Argentina
Yildirim Akbulut-Turkey

Gentiloni-Italy
George Weah-Liberia

Giorgi Gakharia-Georgia
Fouad Siniora-Lebanon

Peter Boross-Hungary
Guntars Krasts-Latvia

Chatichai Choonhavan-Thailand
Chaovalit Yongchaiyut-Thailand

Siim Kallas-Estonia
Alenka Bratusek-Slovenia

Maris Kucinskis-Latvia
Ricardo Lagos-Chile

Ernesto Pérez Balladares-Panama
Albert Zafy-Madagascar

Almazbek Atambayev-Kyrgyzstan
Juan Manuel Santos-Colombia

Ibrahim Boubacar Keita-Mali
Roh Tae-woo-South Korea

Beji Caid Essebsi-Tunisia
Horacio Cartes-Paraguay

Violeta Chamorro-Nicaragua
Corazon Aquino-Philippines

Michel Martelly-Haiti
Donald Trump-United States
Jean-Bertrand Aristide-Haiti

Amadou Toumani Touré-Mali
Romano Prodi-Italy

Nikola Kljusev-Macedonia
Luis Guillermo Solís-Costa Rica

Antonio Saca-El Salvador
Ellen Johnson Sirleaf-Liberia
Jean-Bertrand Aristide-Haiti

Fernando Lugo-Paraguay
Alvaro Uribe-Colombia

Sidi Ould Cheikh Abdallahi-Mauritania
Lyuben Berov-Bulgaria

Leonid Kravchuk-Ukraine
Kais Saied-Tunisia

Jovenel Moïse-Haiti
Conte-Italy

Mathieu Kerekou-Benin
Jair Bolsonaro-Brazil

Maurico Funes-El Salvador
Maithripala Sirisena-Sri Lanka

Nicolae Vacaroiu-Romania
Olusegun Obasanjo-Nigeria

Nayib Bukele-El Salvador
Mircea Snegur-Moldova

Svetozar Marovic-Serbia-Montenegro
Álvaro Colom-Guatemala

Viktor Orban-Hungary
Atal Bihari Vajpayee-India
Frederick Chiluba-Zambia

Sali Berisha-Albania
Yukio Hatoyama-Japan

Fatos Nano-Albania
Suleyman Demirel-Turkey

Silvio Berlusconi-Italy
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Scores

Silvio Berlusconi-Italy
Man Mohan Adhikari-Nepal

Vladimir Meciar-Slovakia
Anerood Jugnauth-Mauritius

Lula da Silva-Brazil
Andreas Papandreou-Greece

Imran Khan-Pakistan
Bethuel Pakalitha Mosisili-Lesotho

Jaime Paz Zamora-Bolivia
Nikol Pashinyan-Armenia

Ramush Haradinaj-Kosovo
Thomas Thabane-Lesotho

Viktor Orban-Hungary
Ljubco Georgievski-Macedonia

Rodrigo Borja Cevallos-Ecuador
Abdullah Gul-Turkey

Vladimir Filat-Moldova
Henrique Cardoso-Brazil

Vojislav Kostunica-Serbia
Pushpa Kamal Dahal-Nepal

Pérez Molina-Guatemala
Vojislav Kostunica-Serbia

Recep Tayyip Erdogan-Turkey
Fatos Nano-Albania

Robert Fico-Slovakia
Hashim Thaci-Kosovo

Vladimir Meciar-Slovakia
Aleksander Kwasniewski-Poland

Robert Fico-Slovakia
Moon Jae-in-South Korea

Silvio Berlusconi-Italy
Sali Berisha-Albania

Levon Ter-Petrosyan-Armenia
Ntsu Mokhehle-Lesotho

Didier Ratsiraka-Madagascar
Evo Morales-Bolivia

Anerood Jugnauth-Mauritius
Thomas Thabane-Lesotho

Mahamane Ousmane-Niger
Fidel Ramos-Philippines

Arturs Karins-Latvia
Juhan Parts-Estonia

Janez Drnovsek-Slovenia
Mart Siimann-Estonia

Ivars Godmanis-Latvia
Nawaz Sharif-Pakistan

Valdas Adamkus-Lithuania
Boyko Borisov-Bulgaria

H. D. Deve Gowda-India
Boyko Borisov-Bulgaria

Māris Gailis-Latvia
Yoshihiko Noda-Japan

Abdala Jaime Bucaram Ortiz-Ecuador
Marc Ravalomanana-Madagascar

Macky Sall-Senegal
Baburam Bhattarai-Nepal

John Kufuor-Ghana
Gotabaya Rajapaksa-Sri Lanka

Muhammadu Buhari-Nigeria
Dalia Grybauskaite-Lithuania

Roch Marc Chrsitain Kabore-Burkina Faso
Laimdota Straujuma-Latvia

Alfredo Palacio-Ecuador
Vasile Tarlev-Moldova
Nawaz Sharif-Pakistan

Necmettin Erbakan-Turkey
Nawaz Sharif-Pakistan
Michel Aoun-Lebanon

Abulfaz Elchibey-Azerbaijan
René Préval-Haiti

Alejandro Toledo-Peru
Abdurrahman Wahid-Indonesia

Lucio Gutierrez-Ecuador
Lech Walesa-Poland
Hugo Banzer-Bolivia

Moncef Marzouki-Tunisia
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Scores

Moncef Marzouki-Tunisia
Franjo Tudman-Croatia

Pablo Kuczynsk-Peru
Morihiro Hosokawa-Japan

Alejandro Giammattei-Guatemala
Michael Sata-Zambia

Mohamad Mahathir-Malaysia
Joaquín Balaguer-Dominican Rep.

Ollanta Humala-Peru
Thaksin Shinawatra-Thailand

Joseph Estrada-Philippines
Yingluck Shinawatra-Thailand

Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono-Indonesia
Jimmy Morales-Guatemala

Boyko Borisov-Bulgaria
Surya Bahadur Thapa-Nepal
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Figure C-2: Party personalism score by leader
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4 Appendix D: Consistency, reliability, and validity tests

Internal consistency and reliability To assess internal consistency and reliability we present
two sets of tests. First we re-estimate the model as a linear combination of the items but drop
one item at a time. This test examines whether the model is highly dependent on any one item
when producing the latent estimate. All the leave-one-item-out estimates are correlated with the
estimate from all eight items at 0.94 or greater and all leave-one-out estimates are correlated with
each other at 0.90 or more. This suggests that the latent estimate is not highly dependent on any
one particular item.

Second, we split the sample along various dimensions, re-estimate the IRT model for each half
of the sample separately, and report how these split-sample estimates correlate with the full sample
estimate. This test assesses whether items capture a similar construct across diverse subgroups
within the sample. We conduct this test along eight dimensions: presidential vs. parliamentary
systems; high vs. low party system institutionalization; new vs. old democracies; high vs. low
income countries; large vs. small population countries; two time periods (1991-2005 and 2006-
2020); within vs. outside Africa; and, finally, within and outside Europe. Table D-1 reports
the correlation coefficient from the split-sample estimates with the full sample estimates. Each
test yields a correlation coefficient (ρ) of 0.93 or higher, with some split-sample estimates nearly
perfectly correlated with the full sample estimate.

Table D-1: Split-sample reliability

Dimension ρ
Democracy age 0.98
Income 1.00
Party institutionalization 0.94
Population 0.95
Pre/post 2005 1.00
Pres/parl system 0.97
Within/outside Africa 0.99
Within/outside Europe 0.98

ρ rounded to nearest 0.01.

Face validity One way to assess face validity is to examine the information captured in the items
and the resulting latent estimates for each leader-spell. The information used to code the data is
contained in case-narratives for each leader; Appendix G provides examples and the full 550 page
document with references is available as a data supplement. Figure C-2 in the Appendix shows the
estimates for all leaders. This original data collection is both objective and transparent; thus the
best way for readers to assess face validity is to read the case-narratives to examine the evidence.

A brief inspection of the data for Venezuela illustrate that the measure captures the underlying
construct within the country. The estimated party personalism score (re-scaled on (0,1)) for Carlos
Andres Perez (0.16), who hailed from traditional parties, is quite low, while scores for those who
created their own parties to run for office, such as Rafael Caldera and Hugo Chavez (both 0.89), are
relatively high. Further, Carlos Andres Perez held national elected (legislative seats) and national
appointed positions (cabinet posts) with the party that backed his winning presidential bid in 1989
(AD), while neither Caldera (National Convergence in 1993) or Chavez (MVR 1998) held similar
posts with the parties that backed them for president, thus boosting their party personalism scores.
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Expanding throughout the region, party stalwarts such as Michelle Bachelet (Chile, 0.30) ,
Danlio Medina (Dominican Republic, 0.46), and Julio Maŕıa Sanguinetti (Uruguay, 0.21) all have
relatively low scores. Meanwhile, joining Chavez and Caldera with some of the highest party per-
sonalism scores in the region are Nayib Bukele (El Salvador, 0.70), Rafael Correa (Ecuador, 0.89),
Alberto Fujimori (Peru, 0.89), and Jimmy Morales (Guatemala, 0.81). While this brief descrip-
tion only includes a handful of presidents from Latin America, we can make similar comparisons
in other regions, including Africa and Asia, for all presidents and prime ministers who serve as
democratically-elected chief executives.

During the process of data validation we encountered two potential weaknesses of the party
personalism scores. First, because we identify the chief executive in power using an external data
source (REIGN) and thus do not capture individuals who create parties and may control them
‘behind the scenes’ without being the elected chief executive, this measure misses two cases of
party personalism in Poland and Georgia. In Poland, we treat the current leader, Andrzej Duda,
as the de facto leader of the country. However, he did not create the ruling Law and Justice party
and, after joining PiS in 2005 “began a steady rise through the party structure under the guidance
of Mr Kaczyński, whose chancellery he joined in 2008” (Foy, 2015). Prior to being elected President
under the PiS ticket, Duda served as cabinet member (appointed national position), mayor (elected
local position), and member of the legislature (elected national position) – all with PiS. Thus Duda
has a relatively low party personalism score despite the fact that the party itself may be highly
personalist if we think of Jaroslaw Kaczyński, who created the party, as the country’s executive.

One other case bears a similar weakness: Prime Minister Giorgi Gakharia in Georgia. Gakharia
did not create the party, Georgian Dream, that backed his ascent in politics, which included stints
in various cabinet positions and First Deputy Prime Minister, all prior to being selected Prime
Minister. Instead, Georgian Dream was created by billionaire Bidzina Ivanishvili who, in 2012 at
the time of party creation, was not a Georgian citizen. Thus while Gakharia registers a low party
personalism score, Ivanishvili would have an extremely high score but is not treated as the country’s
leader, despite his control over the ruling party (Menabde, 2019). Indeed, Gakharia has a lower
score than one of his predecessors, Mikheil Saakashvili, leader of the 2003 Rose Revolution.

Second, we identified one case where an elite party member defected from a long-standing
incumbent party – precisely because the incumbent had attempted to personalize the party – and
ran for the chief executive position with the backing of a different party with which he had no
prior political experience. In Sri Lanka, Mahinda Rajapaksa had worked his way up the ruling
Sri Lankan Freedom Party (created in 1951) before winning the 2005. After becoming Prime
Minister, Rajapaksa personalized the party, in part by appointing his brother as Defense Minister.
In response, a key elite leader within the party, Maithripala Sirisena, defected to an opposition party,
United National Party (UNP), prior to the 2015 election to run against Rajapaksa. Sirisensa also
brought many anti-Rajapaksa SLFP supporters with him when he defected to the UNP. Sirisena
then defeated Rajapaksa in 2015 with the backing of the UNP and many former SLFP supporters.

In this case, both the elite defector, Sirisena, and the incumbent leader who personalized the
ruling SLFP, Rajapaksa, had served in prior political positions with the SLFP. When Sirisena
won the election in 2015 with the backing of UNP, however, he had no prior experience with this
party, which increases the party personalism score. Once in office, though, Sirisena and many of his
supporters who had switched with him from the SLFP to the UNP for the 2015 election immediately
switched back to the SLFP. Thus measuring personalism using Sirisena’s electing party (UNP)
yields a much higher party personalism score than using the party with which he actually ruled,
the SLFP. Indeed, Sirisena’s party personalism score is much higher than Rajapaksa’s precisely
because Rajapaksa had served number prior positions in the SLPF (as had Sirisena) but Sirisena
had not served in political positions with UNP prior to the 2015 election.
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External validity Next we illustrate convergent and divergent validity using external measures
of similar and dissimilar concepts. Fortunately, the Varieties of Democracy-Parties project measures
a similar construct using country-expert coders: a variable, which we call V-Party personalism,
defined as “To what extent is this party a vehicle for the personal will and priorities of one indi-
vidual leader?”.4 Second, the Varieties of Democracy project measures a variable, which we call
V-Legitimation, defined as “To what extent is the Chief Executive portrayed as being endowed
with extraordinary personal characteristics and/or leadership skills (e.g. as father or mother of the
nation, exceptionally heroic, moral, pious, or wise, or any other extraordinary attribute valued by
the society)?”. While a distinct conceptual construct, this legitimation strategy should be corre-
lated with party personalism. For divergent concepts, we turn to party system institutionalization
and electoral democracy, again two indices from the V-Dem project. The former measures the
extent to which political parties are institutionalized within the party system in a country. This
variable is not measured at the party level but rather at the country-level and thus pertains to the
party system as a whole, not individual parties. Nonetheless, it should negatively correlate with
party personalism because personalist ruling parties should be more common as party systems are
less institutionalized.

Figure D-1 shows how these four measures correlate with party personalism and the most
concrete item associated with this concept, namely whether the leader creates their own party
(create party). Party personalism and party creation are both positively correlated with V-Party

personalism and V-Legitimation, demonstrating convergent validity. On the other hand, party
personalism and creating a party are negatively correlated with party system institutionalization
and the level of electoral democracy, demonstrating divergent validity.

The data contain both cross-section variation and within country, over-time variation. We thus
assess external validity along these dimensions. Further, the correlation coefficients in the prior plot
indicate a stronger (negative) correlation between party personalism and party institutionalization
than the positive correlation between party personalism and the V-Dem measure of a similar con-
struct. We therefore assess how these correlations hold up when isolating ‘within’ and ‘between’
variation.

Figure D-2 shows the results of a series of regression models that assess various dimensions of
correlation. The outcome variable in each test is party personalism and explanatory variables are
V-Party personalism and VDem Party institutionalization, respectively. The first test for
each variable pools ‘within’ and ‘between’ variation (i.e. no fixed effects). The next test includes
country fixed effects to isolate ‘within’ variation; the third isolates ‘between’ variation by modeling
year effects; and the fourth includes two-way fixed effects. In all these tests, V-Party personalism

is positively associated with party personalism (shown in blue), as expected. Thus, the external
measure, V-Party personalism, is correlated with our latent measure in multiple dimensions of
the data. Conducting the same set of tests for party institutionalization (in red) shows that while
the pooled and ‘between’ (year FE) correlation is negative, the ‘within’ correlation is close to zero.
In short, the negative correlation between party personalism and party institutionalization is due to
‘between’ co-variation, while the positive correlation between party remains both ‘within’ countries
and ‘between’ them, demonstrating a very high level of convergent validity. As importantly, the
latent measure of party personalism, particularly for within comparisons, is not simply the inverse
of party institutionalization. This demonstrates that, isolating comparisons across leaders within
the same country, party personalism is orthogonal to party system institutionalization.

Finally, Rhodes-Purdy and Madrid (2020) create two measures from country-expert surveys

4The V-Party personalism question in the Varieties of Democracy data collection effort was designed to corre-
spond to our conceptual definition of party personalism so that we would have an external validity check for our
latent estimate of party personalism.
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for personalism in Latin American countries: presidential dominance, namely the president’s
ability to act without consulting or appeasing her/his party; and weak party, namely the ab-
sence of independent party leaders, a developed party bureaucracy, and institutionalized rules and
decision-making procedures. These two measures should both be positively correlated with party
personalism. Figure D-1 shows that, indeed, party personalism and creating their party are both
positively correlated with presidential dominance and weak party, demonstrating convergent
validity.5

In Appendix Figures E-1 and E-2, we also show that the latent measure of party personalism
is correlated, for both pooled comparisons and within-country comparisons, with three internal
features of parties: leaders backed by more personalist parties tend to fund the party themselves,
control party nominations, and steer parties with weak local organizations.6 All three concepts
suggest that, as expected, leaders have more internal control over personalist parties than in parties
with low levels of personalism.

The information in the data used to check the external validity of the latent measure comes
from expert-coded projects (e.g. Varieties of Parties and Rhodes-Purdy and Madrid, 2020) and we
cannot be sure that the expert coding does not reflect information about the behavior of leaders
once they gain power. In contrast, the original, latent measure of party personalism uses objective
indicators from information that pre-dates leaders’ ascendancy to the chief executive position. In
contrast, the latent measure we construct cannot reflect information from the leaders’ behavior
in office. This means the latent measure can be fruitfully in employed in applied research as a
relatively exogenous phenomena to explain leaders’ behavior once in office, including further efforts
to personalize the party and undermine democracy. We revisit this point later when we examine
whether ruling party personalism shapes political polarization and citizens’ support for democracy.

5The strategy of Rhodes-Purdy and Madrid (2020) provides ex post measures insofar as their survey questions ask
about the relationship between the president and her/his party after the president took office, while our construct is
ex ante and captures the extent to which “the leader picks her/his party” when elected to office.

6Measures of all three internal party features are from the Varieties of Parties data set. Leader funding the party
is an indicator of whether a major source of party funding is “the party leader” (v2pafunds). Leader nomination
is an indicator that “the party leader unilaterally decides on which candidates will run for the party in national
legislative elections” (v2panom). And local party strength is a linear combination of two variables, the degree to
which “party activists and personnel are permanently active in local communities” (v2paactcom) and the extent to
which the “party maintains permanent offices that operate outside of election campaigns at the local or municipal-
level” (v2v2palocoff).
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5 Appendix E: Additional tests

Party personalism and internal party features This section reports additional results. First,
we report results examining the relationship between latent party personalism (θ) and three internal
features of political parties: party funding source, control of party nominations, and a linear index
of local party strength. Measures of all three internal party features are from the Varieties of
Parties data set (Luhrmann, 2020). Leader funds party is an indicator of whether a major source
of party funding is “the party leader” (v2pafunds). Leader nomination is an indicator that “the
party leader unilaterally decides on which candidates will run for the party in national legislative
elections” (v2panom); and local party strength is a linear combination of two variables, the degree to
which “party activists and personnel are permanently active in local communities” (v2paactcom)
and the extent to which the “party maintains permanent offices that operate outside of election
campaigns at the local or municipal-level” (v2v2palocoff). In this analysis we only look at selection
years because the data on the internal party features is collected at the level of party-election, that
is for each relevant party in each election. As such, there are multiple observations in the sample
for parties that compete in more than one leader-selection-year. For example, the Dominican
Liberation Party, the Norwegian Labor Party, and the People’s Democratic Party in Nigeria all
back multiple leaders who are selected chief executive.7

Figure E-1 shows the nonlinear fit between personalism and the internal party features; the
data here are simply descriptive with no covariate adjustment to address potential bias. The blue
horizontal line in each plot shows the sample average value of the internal party feature and the
gray fit line and associated (95 percent) confidence interval reflect a (nonlinear) polynomial fit. The
probability the leader funds the party and the probability of that they control the nominations for
legislative contests increase in the level of party personalism, while the index of local party strength
decreases in personalism.
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Figure E-1: Party personalism and the internal features of parties

Next, in the reproduction files we test a series of generalized linear models, with appropriate link
functions and covariate adjustments. We use a probit link for binary outcomes (party funds and
nomination control) and a linear link for the continuous outcome (local party strength). Covariate

7Thus all parametric estimates employ cluster-robust errors, with clustering on party.
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adjustments include: time period and geographic region effects as well as democracy age, presi-
dential (parliamentary) system, and electoral rule (majoritarian, proportional, mixed). In these
tests, we find substantively and statistically significant results (p< 0.05) for all estimates of party
personalism, confirming the relationships show in the raw data patterns in Figure E-1.

Another test examining internal party features employs a ‘within’ estimator. We estimate a
linear model with fixed effects for country and time-period and adjust for democracy age and the
initial level of democracy in the country in the selection year. The within estimator accounts for
all cross-section differences between countries (including executive type and electoral rules) and
the covariate adjustments mitigate any potential bias from the fact that parties may look different
internally as democracies consolidate.

Figure E-2 shows the estimates for party personalism for these three internal party features. All
results are in the expected direction and statistically significant. In short, these tests corroborate
the descriptive patterns in Figure E-1, which indicate that the probability the leader funds the
party and that they control the nominations for legislative contests increases in the level of party
personalism, while local party strength decreases in personalism.

Finally, we explore how our measure of party personalism relates to three other measures that
capture aspects of party institutionalization: seat volatility (log); international party cohesion; and
whether the party has close ties to affiliate organizations, which taps into whether the party has
‘roots in society’.8

Figure E-3 shows the data patterns and correlations. None of these measures of party institu-
tionalization are highly correlated with party personalism. And we find that party personalism is
negatively correlated with seat volality; we might have expected personalist parties to have more
seat volatility but we find they have less – even though the negative correlation is not very strong.

8All three variables are from the Varieties of Parties data set. Seat volatility is the standard deviation of seat
shares from 1991-2020.
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Party personalism, polarization and support for democracy This section presents addi-
tional results examining the relationship between party personalism and two behavioral outcomes:
political polarization and citizens’ support for democracy. First, we look at the nonlinear fit for each
outcome, in Figure E-4. In general, the raw data patterns indicate that polarization is increasing
in party personalism and support for democracy is declining in personalism. The parametric tests
reported in main text in Table 1 confirm this general pattern for polarization but not for support
for democracy.9
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polarization support for democracy

Party personalism is correlated with
polarization and support for democracy

Figure E-4: Party personalism, polarization, and support for democracy. Non-linear polynomial
fit.

Table E-1: Summary statistics for parametric tests

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Max

Party personalism 2,392 0.526 0.225 0 1
Polarization 2,361 -0.419 1.307 -3.686 4.126

Support for democracy 1,735 0.128 0.902 -1.929 2.741
Democracy age 2,392 33.829 35.444 1 150

Democracy level 2,392 0.704 0.172 0.161 0.919
Election year 2,392 0.311 0.463 0 1

Presidential system 2,392 0.486 0.500 0 1

Next, we look at how polarization evolves, on average, over leaders’ tenure in power. For this
analysis we examine two types of leaders: those who create their own party and those where the
party picks the leader. This binary indicator is one item used to estimate to latent measure of party
personalism but serves here as a crude way to group leaders. We first adjust for factors that could

9Table E-1 reports the summary statistics for the parametric tests in Table 1, and Table E-2 shows the split
samples for leaders who created their party versus the leaders who did not.
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explain both whether a leader-created party has power and polarization: we estimate a parametric
model with a common trend (year effects), the initial levels of democracy and polarization in each
leader’s selection year, and country fixed effects to isolate variation within countries. After these
adjustments, we plot the average level of polarization for each type of leader – those who create
their party and those who were selected to run for chief executive by their party – over leader
tenure, re-scaling so that average level of polarization is zero in the first year.

Table E-2: Summary statistics for parametric tests: split samples

Leader creates party Leader did not create party
Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Max N Mean St. Dev. Min Max

Party personalism 688 0.766 0.113 0.553 1 1,704 0.430 0.183 0 0.780
Polarization 686 0.094 1.123 -3.011 4.126 1,675 -0.630 1.318 -3.686 2.993

Support for democracy 469 -0.203 0.684 -1.591 2.082 1,266 0.251 0.941 -1.929 2.741
Democracy age 688 15.631 16.341 1 145 1,704 41.177 38.318 1 150

Democracy level 688 0.626 0.165 0.161 0.896 1,704 0.736 0.165 0.223 0.919
Election year 688 0.301 0.459 0 1 1,704 0.316 0.465 0 1

Presidential system 688 0.624 0.485 0 1 1,704 0.430 0.495 0 1

Figure E-5 shows the adjusted polarization average for the two types of leaders. The horizontal
axis depicts leader tenure and the vertical axis measures the average level of adjusted polarization.10

The trend in polarization for leaders selected by their party remains flat in the first five years and
decreases slightly in the sixth. For leaders who create their own party, however, polarization starts
to increase after two years in power and accelerates after six years in power.11 In short, the patterns
in Figure E-5 show that leaders who create their own party increase polarization after they have
assumed office more so than leaders selected by their parties.

The last set of additional tests builds on the analysis presented in the main text in Table 1.
That analysis estimates a lagged dependent variable (LDV) model to address serial correlation in
the outcome data. Some propose that longer lags of the outcome may be necessary to purge all
higher-order serial correlation that may bias error estimates (Hamilton, 2018). Here we present
some additional results to address this possibility, by testing models with three lags of the outcome
in the specification. The first and third columns of Table E-3 show results of these tests for polar-
ization and support for democracy, respectively. The second and third columns reports estimates
when testing a model that adjusts for country FE as well as longer lags of the outcome variable.
These dynamic panel model estimates may suffer from Nickell bias; however, the panel series for
polarization is 21 years (on average) and for democracy support it is 17 years (on average).

Recall that the estimate for party personalism in the polarization LDV model reported in the
main text is 0.0101; we want to know if this estimate is biased by not estimating longer lags and/or
addressing any additional cross-section bias. The estimates in the models of polarization in Table
E-3 are roughly the same size as those reported in the main text. Finally, the estimates for party
personalism in models of support for democracy remain small and statistically insignificant, as
in the main text. In short, estimating polarization with longer lags and/or in a dynamic panel
approach yield similar results.

10The vertical axis depicts the residuals from a linear model that adjusts for country and year effects as well as
democracy age and initial level of democracy when the leader enters office. The residuals from this model capture the
polarization in the data after netting out country and year differences as well as different starting points for different
leaders. The standard deviation of the residuals is 0.06; so, the increase in polarization from year 0 to year 8+ for
leaders who create their own party (0.03) is one-half a standard deviation.

11Long-lived democratically elected leaders who both create their own party and increase polarization substantially
include: Rafael Correa in Ecuador, Recep Tayyip Erdogan in Turkey, Aleksander Kwasniewski in Poland, Leonid
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Kuchma in Ukraine, and Abdoulaye Wade in Senegal.
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Table E-3: Additional results for party personalism, polarization, and support for democracy

Polarization Support for democracy
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Party personalism (θ) 0.0076* 0.0121* -0.0003 -0.0025
(0.0037) (0.0058) (0.0034) (0.0046)

Democracy age 0.0024* 0.0037 0.0023* -0.0013
(0.0009) (0.0023) (0.0009) (0.0027)

Initial democracy level 0.0014 -0.0055 0.0025 -0.0326*
(0.0055) (0.0099) (0.0051) (0.0120)

Election 0.0061* 0.0057* 0.0014 0.0012
(0.0015) (0.0016) (0.0012) (0.0012)

Presidential system 0.0035* -0.0011
(0.0016) (0.0012)

Constant X X X X
Three lags of the outcome variable X X X X
Time trend X X X X
Country fixed effects X X
N × T 2295 2302 1518 1584
Countries 89 86 93 92

Cluster-robust errors reported. * p < 0.05
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6 Appendix F: Selection tests

Table F-1 show tests of selection into party personalism by looking at whether the lagged trends in
polarization and support for democracy predict party selection into personalism. To test possible
factors that cause selection into personalist parties (i.e. factors that might contribute to a leader
with high party personalism winning an election) we want to know whether the prior trend in these
potential selection factors predict selection into party personalism in the selection year. To do this,
we examine the first three lags of polarization and support for democracy prior to the selection
year. For example, Viktor Orban was first elected Prime Minister of Hungary in May 1998 and
his candidacy may have contributed to polarization in 1998. We therefore look at the trend in the
three years prior to 1998 (i.e. 1995-1997) to test whether this trend predicts party personalism. We
test leader’s first year only because our party personalism measure captures features of the leader’s
relationship to their party prior to the leader assuming the office.

We measure the prior trend in two ways. Treating the selection year as t, we first construct
a variable for the change in polarization or support for democracy over the three prior years,
Xt−1 − Xt−3, while accounting for potential ceiling effects by conditioning estimates on the level
of polarization or support for democracy in t − 3: Xt−3. The tests asks whether the prior change
in polarization or support for democracy is correlated with selection into party personalism in the
selection year. The second type of analysis is a test of whether the lagged levels, Xt−1, Xt−2

and Xt−3, are jointly significant. In all the tests, we adjust for age of democracy, initial level of
democracy in the selection year, and presidential system. We test two sets of models: without fixed
effects (FE) and with country-FE.

The top panel of Table F-1 reports the results of the tests for prior change in polarization and
support for democracy (each separately). To remind, in all models, the outcome is the latent level
of party personalism in the selection year. The models without fixed effects pools information from
all leaders without accounting for differences across countries – except for presidential systems and
the prior level of polarization – that may influence the selection trends and party personalism.
The FE model accounts for time invariant country-level factors by comparing leaders in the same
country to one another. Standard errors are clustered on country as there are multiple selection
years per country (i.e. one selection year for each leader-spell).

The bottom panel of Table F-1 reports the F-statistic for a test of joint significance for the
three lags that capture the prior trend, while adjusting for democracy age, initial democracy level,
and presidential system. Errors are cluster-robust and the test for statistical significance is for 3
degrees of freedom for the joint test of three lags.

None of the tests are significant for polarization trends. However, we find some support for
the possibility that a declining trend in citizen support for democracy predicts selection into party
personalism – but only in the models without country effects (column 3 in the bottom panel). In
the model with country-effects in the bottom panel in column (4), the joint test is very close to
conventional statistical significance. We thus find that the trend in polarization does not predict
party personalism. But we find some support for the possibility that prior levels of citizen support
for democracy predicts selection into party personalism.
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Table F-1: Lagged selection trends and party personalism

Outcome variable is Party personalism index

Prior change in polarization Prior change in support for democracy

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Prior change 0.001 0.005 0.018 0.002
(0.008) (0.009) (0.013) (0.013)

Country FE X X

Polarizationt−1 to Polarizationt−3 SupportDemocracyt−1 to SupportDemocracyt−3

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Joint F-test of lags 2.38 1.72 4.45* 1.94

Country FE X X
* p < .05. Analysis for leader’s first year only. All specifications adjust for democracy age, initial level of
democracy, and presidential system. Models with prior trend (i.e. Xt−1 − Xt−3) adjust for Xt−3. Joint
F-tests for signifance of Xt−1, Xt−2 and Xt−2, with 3 degrees of freedom. Cluster-robust standard errors,
clustered on country.
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7 Appendix G: Sample leader-party narratives

The following are select narratives from a variety of geographic regions. We have a case narrative
for each leader-spell to describe objective (publicly recorded) facts, detailed to the extent necessary
to code our data, about the leader, her/his electing party, and the history of their relationship.

• # 70-12-2018 (December 2018 to Present): Mexico, López Obrador

Category:

Narrative: López Obrador, the incumbent President of Mexico (as of June 2019), was a
centre-left populist politician and unsuccessful presidential candidate in 2006 (PRD) and
2012 (PRD) (The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2018a). Graduating from the National
Autonomous University of Mexico in 1976, he entered politics with Mexico’s long-ruling Insti-
tutional Revolutionary Party (PRI) (The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2018a). PRI,
established in 1929 by the former president Plutarco Eĺıas Calles, had been the dominant
political force in Mexico that uninterruptedly won presidential elections for 71 consecutive
years until 2000 (Merrill and Miró, 1997). López Obrador became PRI’s party president of
the state of Tabasco in 1983 (The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2018a). He therefore
had a local elected and appointed position with the PRI.

However, he left PRI in the 1988 split following the dissident presidential candidacy of
Cuauhtémoc Cárdenas; as a result, López Obrador lost the state governorship of Tabasco
in 1988, but he became the state president in Tabasco of the newly-formed party based on
Cárdenas’ electoral coalition, the centre-left Party of the Democratic Revolution (PRD) (The
Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2018a). From 1996 to 1999 López Obrador was PRD’s
national party president; he was the head of the Federal District government, a local elected
position, from 2000 to July 2005 when he resigned to campaign for PRD’s presidential nomi-
nation (The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2018a). As the PRD presidential candidate,
López Obrador started the 2006 presidential campaign far ahead of Felipe Calderón, the can-
didate of the centre-right National Action Party (PAN); yet by the time of the election in July
2006, Calderón had made a strong comeback with his media campaign (The Editors of Ency-
clopaedia Britannica, 2018b,a). Results showed that Calderón won by a margin as narrow as
0.56% of the vote (The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2018b). López Obrador claimed
voting irregularities and fraud and challenged the results, and he inaugurated himself at a
massive public ceremony as the “legitimate president” of a parallel government (The Editors
of Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2018b,a). However, Calderón was declared as the official winner
and he served as Mexico’s president from December 2006 to November 2012 (The Editors of
Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2018b). In 2012 López Obrador ran for president as a PRD can-
didate again, contesting with Enrique Peña Nieto of the PRI and Josefina Vázquez Mota of
the National Action Party (PAN) (McKenna, 2018; The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica,
2018a). López Obrador finished second to PRI’s Nieto, but he accused PRI of vote-buying
practices and refused to concede; yet Nieto was sworn in as President of Mexico on Decem-
ber 1, 2012 (McKenna, 2018) and he remained in office until November 30, 2018 (McKenna,
2018). Early in Nieto’s presidency, the PRD party supported his economic initiatives; López
Obrador, dissenting from his party’s stance, broke away from PRD and founded a new party
in 2014, the National Regeneration Movement (MORENA) (The Editors of Encyclopaedia
Britannica, 2018a) (Lansford, 2017, p. 994). In his third bid for president in 2018, López
Obrador swept a landslide victory, besting Ricardo Anaya CortÉs of the PAN, José Antonio
Meade of the PRI, and Jaime Rodŕıguez Caldéron as an independent (The Editors of Ency-
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clopaedia Britannica, 2018a).

• # 135-7-1990 (July 1990 to November 2000): Peru, Alberto Fujimori

Category:

Narrative: Prior to entering politics in 1989 (the year before his presidential bid), Fujimori
hosted a television show and served as a university rector (The Editors of Encyclopaedia
Britannica, 2019). He then founded the Cambio 90 party (Party ID 4219) in 1989 (Schmidt,
1996, p. 328). In 1990, Fujimori ran successfully for president as Cambio 90’s candidate
(Schmidt, 1996, p. 343). Werlich (1991, 63) notes that “Fujimori and a group of politically
independent professionals and small businessmen organized the political party Cambio 90”
in 1989. On April 1992, Fujimori staged an auto-coup and dissolved Congress (Lane, 1992).
In 1995, Fujimori won reelection with support from Cambio 90 and Nueva Mayoria (Escobar,
1995), a political movement he established in 1992 (Levitsky and Cameron, 2003, p. 10).
Geddes, Wright and Frantz (2018) code a transition to dictatorship in 992, which means
Peru is a democracy under Fujimori for 1991 and 1992. In 1997, he established Vamos Ve-
cino to bolster his support in municipal elections specifically (Levitsky and Cameron, 2003,
p. 10). In 2000, Fujimori established Peru 2000 in preparation for 2000 elections (Levitsky
and Cameron, 2003, p. 10). That year Fujimori was elected to a third term as president with
support of the four Fujimurista parties following a questionably fraudulent run-off (Freedom
House, 2001). In November of 2000, however, Fujimori had to flee to Japan after allegations
of bribery and corruption were leveled at him (Freedom House, 2001).

• # 365-6-1991 (June 1991 to December 1999): Russia, Boris Nikolayevich Yeltsin

Category:

Narrative: Boris Nikolayevich Yeltsin began his career in business, before joining the long
standing Communist Party in 1961 (The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-B, 2018). In
1968, under the Communist Party Yeltsin began work under the Sverdlovsk Oblast Party
Committee as Chief of Construction, an appointed local position (Borrero, 2009). In 1976,
he was appointed First Secretary of the Sverdlovsk Oblast Committee and in 1984 to the
Supreme Soviet Parliament of the USSR (equivalent to a national elected position) (Borrero,
2009). After gaining popularity he would be transferred to Moscow where in December of
1985 he would be appointed First Secretary of the Moscow City Committee of the Communist
Party (local appointed positions) and in the following year to the Party Politburo (national
party positions)(Borrero, 2009). However, after criticizing the slow pace of reform within
the Soviet Union he was dismissed from his position within the Moscow City Committee in
1987 and from the Politburo in 1988 (The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-B, 2018). In
1989 following his dismissals, he would be elected to the USSR’s new parliament aligned with
the opposition, however still as a member of the Communist Party (Columbia Encyclopedia,
2017).

On May 29, 1990 the parliament of the Russian S.F.S.R. elected Yeltsin President of the
Russian Republic; he was affiliated with the “Democracy Platform” at this time ( McFaul and
Markov, 1993, 9-10; The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-B, 2018). Several months later
Yeltsin would quit the Communist Party, and he would technically become an independent. In
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1991, backed by the support of “Democratic Russia” (DR) (Brudny, 1993, 143). Yeltsin would
win the election and become the first democratically elected president in Russia. Democratic
Russia was a coalition established in 1990 by several democratic parties and individuals, not
including Yeltsin himself (Golosov, 1998). Yeltsin remained in office until 1999, six years after
dissolving the legislature in 1993.

Established after the Russian Revolution of 1917, the Communist Party (CPSU) was the long-
standing party of the Soviet Union up until the election in 1991 (The Editors of Encyclopaedia
Britannica-C, 2018). Yeltsin held local appointed positions, national party positions, and a
national elected position with the CPSU.

Democratic Russia emerged from a group of “radical deputies” in the in 1988 and 1989,
formally establishing the Inter-Regional Group of Deputies in July 1989 (Gill et al., 2000,
68). Leaders of this group formed the Democratic Russian movement in July 1990 (Mikhail
Schneider (150) quoted in McFaul and Markov (1993, 150)). The Democracy Platform was
a liberal group of CPSU members, “which attracted such prominent figures as Yeltsin”; its
first Congress was in January 1990 and Yeltsin was affiliated with this group that “exist[ed]
outside the [CPSU] Party” when he was chairman of the Russian Supreme Soviet (McFaul
and Markov, 1993, 9-10). Yeltsin was not one of the organizing members of the Democratic
Russian movement or the Democracy Platform (McFaul and Markov, 1993, 9-10).12 The
Democratic Party of Russia (Demokraticheskaya Partiya Rossii, PartyFacts ID 2238) was
one of several parties in the coalition grouped under “Democratic Russia movement”; it was
formed in May 1990 by former CPSU member Nikolai Travki (Brudny, 1993, 147; McAllister
and White, 1995, 53). We treat Democratic Russia as Yeltsin’s current and electing party,
with which he was elected to a national position prior to the 1991 election.

• # 385-10-2005 (October 2005 to October 2013): Norway, Jens Stoltenberg

Category:

Narrative: Jens Stoltenberg was the Prime Minister of Norway from 2000 to 2001 and from
2005 to 2013 and the Secretary-General of NATO since 2014 (Government of Norway, 2014).
He was born in a political family: his father, Thorvald Stoltenberg, was a Minister of Foreign
Affairs, and his mother, Karin Stoltenberg, was a State Secretary, both as Labour Party
members (Albert, 2019; Government of Norway, 2014). The Labour Party is one of Norway’s
oldest parties, founded in 1887 (Hoyer, 1968). His political career started in the Labour
Party’s youth organisation AUF, where he became a member of the central board in 1979
and the leader of AUF between 1985 and 1989 (Albert, 2019; Government of Norway, 2014).
In 1985 Stoltenberg was elected member of the Labour Party’s central board (Government
of Norway, 2014). After some years in the academia, Stoltenberg was elected leader of Oslo
Labour Party for the period 1990–1992, and became deputy leader of the Norwegian Labour
Party in 1992 (Government of Norway, 2014). In November 1990 he was appointed State

12Brudny (1993, 146) notes: “Yel’tsin had for long had an ambivalent relationship with Democratic Russia. In fall
1989, he opposed formation of the DR electoral alliance, suggesting instead a repetition of the strategy used during
the 1989 elections: individual candidates endorsed and assisted by various support teams. After the 1990 election,
he was ambivalent about formation of the DR parliamentary bloc and did not attend the key preparatory meetings
of bloc members on the eve of the opening of the First Congress. And while he certainly was the main beneficiary of
bloc activity at the Congress, after his election as Supreme Soviet Chairman he did not want to identify with DR,
acknowledge his dependence upon it, or accept any formal obligation to it.”
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Secretary for the Minister of the Environment, beginning his full-time career as a politi-
cian (NATO, 2016; Government of Norway, 2014). Stoltenberg was elected full Member of
Parliament in the 1993 general elections and appointed Minister of Industry and Energy
following the 1993 elections (NATO, 2016; Government of Norway, 2014; Albert, 2019). In
October 1996 he became Minister of Finance, a position he held until the 1997 elections
(NATO, 2016; Albert, 2019; Government of Norway, 2014). Stoltenberg succeeded Jagland
as Labour’s parliamentary leader and candidate for prime minister in February 2000, and he
formed a minority government after Bondevik’s resignation in March 2000 (Government of
Norway, 2014). His first term ended after the 2001 elections (Government of Norway, 2014).
In the autumn of 2002 he succeeded Thorbjørn Jagland as leader of the Norwegian Labour
Party (Albert, 2019; Government of Norway, 2014; NATO, 2016). Following the 2005 general
elections Stoltenberg returned as prime minister with a coalition government of the Labour,
the Socialist Left Party and the Centre Party (Government of Norway, 2014). He led the
coalition to win a second term in the 2009 Storting elections (Government of Norway, 2014).
In the 2013 elections, the coalition lost their majority, and Stoltenberg’s second government
stepped down on 16 October 2013 (Government of Norway, 2014).

• # 451-3-1998 (March 1998 to September 2007): Sierra Leone, Ahmad Tejan
Kabbah

Category:

Narrative: Kabbah first stint as president (which began in March 1996) ended in May 1997,
when a military coup led by Maj. Johnny Paul Koroma ousted him (Banks et al., 2005, 1035).
After foriegn military intervention to fight a rebellion, Kabbah was re-installed as President
of a civilian democracy in March 1998 (Banks et al., 2005, 1035).13 After the end of the civil
war in January 2002, elections were set for May 2002, which Kabbah – backed by the SLPP
– won a majority in the first round, defeating Ernest Bai Koroma, who was backed by the
APC (Fyle and Foray, 2006, xxv; Banks et al., 2005, 1035; African Elections Database, Sierra
Leone, 2019).

Kabbah was educated in the U.K. and returned to Sierra Leone in 1959 to become a district
commissioner and then permanent secretary in the post-independence period, from 1961 to
1969 (Fyle and Foray, 2006, 81), a period during which “[p]olitical leadership... was exercised
exclusively through the [SLPP]” (Banks et al., 2005, 1033).14 Kabbah thus held an appointed
position in a civilian SLPP government. Kabbah worked in New York for the U.N. from 1972
to 1992 (Fyle and Foray, 2006, 81). “Upon his return to Sierra Leone, Tejan-Kabbah was
appointed chairman of the National Advisory Council to the military government of the
National Provisional Ruling Council (NPRC) in 1992, a position he held until 1994. He went
into active politics and was nominated as the SLPP’s presidential candidate for the general
elections set up by the NPRC in 1996” (Fyle and Foray, 2006, 81). Kabbah was selected as
the SLPP’s presidential candidate after an intraparty contest with Charles Margai in early
1996 (Banks et al., 2005, 1037).

13“As of March 1998 Ecomog-directed, pro-presidential forces reportedly controlled 90 percent of Sierra Leone
(Banks et al., 2005, 1035).

14Geddes, Wright and Frantz (2018) code Sierra Leone as a democracy from 1961 to 1967, when a coup ousted a
civilian president. A second coup in 1967 led to the establishment of a brief military junta when a third successful
coup, led by non-commissioned officers, re-installed a civilian government that subsequently established one-party
rule until 1992, under the SLPP (Geddes, Wright and Frantz, 2014).
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The Sierra Leone People’s Party (SLPP) was form in 1951 from a number of existing organi-
zations: the Protectorate Educational Progressive Union (PEPU) , the Sierra Leone Organi-
zation Society (SOS) , and the People’s Party of Lamina Sankoh; the party leader and first
Prime Minister was Milton Margai (Fyle and Foray, 2006, 183). When multiparty politics
were re-introduced in 1992 and the “SLPP was launched as a revival of the party outlawed
in 1978”, the SLPP was led by former second vice president Salia Jusu-Sheriff (Banks et al.,
2005, 1037). Kabbah became the SLPP presidential candidate in early 1996, after defeating
Charles Margai – son of Albert Margai, the SLPP Prime Minister from 1964 to 1967, and
nephew of the SLPP’s founder and first Prime Minister – in an intra-party contest (Kandeh,
2003, 197; Banks et al., 2005, 1037).

• # 640-3-2003 (March 2003 to Present): Turkey, Recep Tayyip Erdoğan

Category:

Narrative: Recep Tayyip Erdoğan was Prime Minister of Turkey from 2003 to 2014 and the
country’s incumbent president since 2014 (as of June 2019) (The Editors of Encyclopaedia
Britannica-R, 2019). In 1976 Erdoğan was elected Head of the Beyoğlu Youth Branch of the
National Salvation Party (MSP); in the same year he was also elected the Head of the MSP
İstanbul Youth Branch (Presidency of the Republic of Turkey, 2018). The MSP was a pro-
Islamist party created by Necmettin Erbakan in 1972 which was soon banned by the military
intervention in 1980 (Yang and Guo, 2015; The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-N, 2019;
Yang and Guo, 2015) (Yavuz, 1997, p. 66). After the MSP was closed down, Erdoğan turned
to private sector (Presidency of the Republic of Turkey, 2018). With normal politics restored,
Necmettin Erbakan came back to politics and created the Welfare Party (RP) in 1983, an-
other party noted for its Islamic orientation (The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-N,
2019; The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-W, 2015), and in 1984 Erdoğan was elected
the RP district head in Beyoğlu (Presidency of the Republic of Turkey, 2018). In 1985, he was
elected the RP İstanbul Provincial Head and became a member of the RP’s Central Executive
Board (Presidency of the Republic of Turkey, 2018). On March 27, 1994, Erdoğan was elected
Mayor of Metropolitan İstanbul on the RP ticket (Presidency of the Republic of Turkey, 2018;
The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-R, 2019). On December 12, 1997, while addressing
the public in Siirt, Erdoğan recited a poem that compared mosques to barracks, minarets
to bayonets, and the faithful to an army (The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-R, 2019;
Presidency of the Republic of Turkey, 2018). He was convicted in 1998 for inciting religious
hatred, sentenced to 10 months in prison; he resigned as mayor (The Editors of Encyclopae-
dia Britannica-R, 2019; Presidency of the Republic of Turkey, 2018; Shambayati, 2004). In
January 1998, the RP party was closed down by the Constitutional Court because of its
religious ideology (The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-J, 2019; Global Security, 2019;
Yang and Guo, 2015). Erdoğan served four months in prison and was released in 1999 (The
Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-J, 2019). When Necmettin Erbakan’s Virtue Party, es-
tablished in late 1997 as a regrouping of the RP, was ruled illegal in June 2001 (The Editors
of Encyclopaedia Britannica-J, 2019; Atasoy, 2009; Global Security, 2019; Yang and Guo,
2015), Erdoğan broke with Erbakan (The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-R, 2019). In
August 2001, Erdoğan and Abdullah Gül created the Justice and Development Party (AKP)
(The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-J, 2019; The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-
R, 2019) (Lansford, 2017, p. 1548). To date, the AKP has been serving as Turkey’s leading
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Islamic party despite its claimed program on justice and development which helped ease its
tension with the Turkish constitution that places safeguards on secularism (Turan, 2012;
Yang and Guo, 2015). In the general elections on November 3, 2002, Erdoğan, as the AKP
leader, had his candidacy on the AKP ticket denied by a court’s decision (Presidency of the
Republic of Turkey, 2018). Therefore, when his AKP party won a wide sweep in the 2002
elections, Gül as the deputy party leader took over as the prime minister (Presidency of the
Republic of Turkey, 2018; The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-A, 2018; Atasoy, 2009;
The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-R, 2019). Gül worked to pass legislation that would
allow Erdoğan to take power, which paved the way for a by-election on March 9, 2003 in
which Erdoğan won, allowng him to become the prime minister on March 14, 2003 (The
Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-R, 2019; Tepperman and Gul, 2013). Erdoğan and his
AKP had been uninterruptedly reelected until 2014 when Erdoğan was barred by AKP rules
from seeking a fourth term as prime minister; so in 2014 he instead ran for president and was
sworn in on August 28, 2014 as the first popularly elected president in Turkey (The Editors
of Encyclopaedia Britannica-R, 2019; Presidency of the Republic of Turkey, 2018). Erdoğan
as president survived a coup attempt in the summer of 2016, after which he pushed for a new
constitution to expand his presidential power (The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-R,
2019). In April 2017, a referendum passed the new constitution by a narrow majority which
abolished the post of prime minister and empowered the president as the executive head of
government (The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-R, 2019). On June 24, 2018, Erdoğan
won a snap election for the presidency, consolidating his role as the lone figurehead of the
Turkish government (BBC, 2017; The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-R, 2019).

• # 732-2-1993 (February 1993 to February 1998): South Korea, Kim Young-sam

Category:

Narrative: Kim Young-sam was a moderate opposition leader under the military rule in
South Korea and the country’s president from 1993 to 1998 (The Editors of Encyclopaedia
Britannica-R, 2018a). Kim Young-sam was introduced in politics in 1951 while he was still
a student at Seoul National University where he graduated in 1952 (The Editors of Ency-
clopaedia Britannica-R, 2018a). In May 1954 he joined the Liberal Party, which was created
by President Syngman Rhee on December 23, 1951 (Buzo, 2017, p. 273) and won a seat in the
National Assembly at the age of 25 as its youngest member ever (Foster-Carter, 2015; The
Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-R, 2018a). He was successively reelected to the National
Assembly for nine times until 1979 when he was expelled from the National Assembly because
of his opposition to President Park Chung-hee (Croissant, 2002; The Editors of Encyclopaedia
Britannica-R, 2018a; Foster-Carter, 2015). In November 1954, as President Syngman Rhee
tried to amend the constitution that would allow him to run for a third term, Kim Young-
sam got out of the Liberal Party in opposition to the constitutional amendment and helped
create the Democratic Party (DP) in 1955 (Kim, 2000). After the April 19 Revolution in
1960 and the collapse of Rhee regime, Kim Young-sam founded a new Democratic Party sep-
arating from the DP (Kim, 2000). Kim Young-sam announced not to be involved in politics
anymore after the May 16 Coup in 1961 (Yang, 2005). However, he returned to politics in
1964 with the merger of two parties, both called the Democratic Party, to become the Civil
Rule Party. In 1967, the old Liberal Party became the New Democratic Party (NDP), and
Kim Young-sam joined the NDP and became the party’s floor leader. After Chun Doo-hwan
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took over the government in May 1980, he banned Kim Young-sam’s NDP party and put
him under house arrest until June 1983 (Foster-Carter, 2015; The Editors of Encyclopaedia
Britannica-R, 2018a).

Kim Young-sam resumed political activities in 1985, reasserting the leadership in the mod-
erate opposition to Chun Doo-hwan (The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-R, 2018a). In
1987 Kim Young-sam ran for president; he first created the Reunification Democratic Party
(RDP) with Kim Dae-jung, but Kim Dae-jung exited the party right before the election and
formed his own Party for Peace and Democracy (Kim, 1989). As a result, Kim Young-sam
and Kim Dae-jung split the opposition vote and neither was elected; it was Roh Tae-woo,
the handpicked successor to Chun Doo-hwan and candidate as well as chairman of the ruling
Democratic Justice Party (DJP) who won the election (Kim, 1989; The Editors of Ency-
clopaedia Britannica-R, 2018b,a; Foster-Carter, 2015) (Strnad, 2017, p. 158). In 1990, Kim
Young-sam and Roh Tae-woo agreed to merge their parties—RDP and DJP—along with a
third one, the conservative New Democratic Republican Party, to form the new Democratic
Liberal Party (DLP) (Foster-Carter, 2015; The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica-R, 2018a;
Kim, 1997); Kim Young-sam became the leader of DLP and won presidency in December 1992
as the DLP candidate (Kim, 1997; Foster-Carter, 2015).

• # 850-10-2004 (October 2004 to October 2014): Indonesia, Susilo Bambang
Yudhoyono

Category:

Narrative: Yudhoyono was a military officer and the first popularly elected president of In-
donesia (2004–2014) (Fealy, 2018). Yudhoyono graduated from the Indonesian Armed Forces
Academy (AKABRI) in 1973 and served in the military, one of the main players in Indonesian
politics, until 2000 (Riches and Palmowski, 2019). Therefore, the Indonesian National Mili-
tary (TNI) became one of the main supporters and political assets for Yudhoyono (Sebastian,
2007). During his military service, he had overseas experience, notably as Indonesia’s chief
military observer on the UN peacekeeping force in Bosnia and Herzegovina in 1995; he also
received education in the U.S. (Fealy, 2018). He left the military in 2000 as a lieutenant
general (Fealy, 2018). He served in the cabinets of both Abdurrahman Wahid of the Na-
tional Awakening Party and Megawati Sukarnoputri of the Indonesian Democratic Party of
Struggle: Minister of Mining and Energy (1999–2000); Coordinating Minister for Political,
Social and Security Affairs (2000–2001); and Coordinating Minister for Political and Security
Affairs (2001–2004) (World Economic Forum, 2019; Fealy, 2018) (Aspinall, 2010, p. 123).
Yudhoyono was formerly a member of the Functional Group Party (Golkar), the government-
sponsored party under the Suharto regime, but in 2002 he formed the Democratic Party as
his political vehicle (Riches and Palmowski, 2019; Fealy, 2018) (Banks et al., 2005, p. 525).
Yudhoyono ran for president in 2004; besides his own Democratic Party, he also had the sup-
port from the United Democratic Nationhood Party (PPDK) established in 2002 by Ryaas
Rasyid and Andi Mallarangeng (Yudhoyono’s former spokesman) (Lansford, 2017). Yudhoy-
ono chose Jusuf Kalla from the Golkar as the running mate for vice president (Banks et al.,
2005, p. 525). In September 2004, Yudhoyono defeated Megawati and won the presidential
election as the Democratic Party candidate with his Golkar running mate Kalla (Riches and
Palmowski, 2019; Fealy, 2018; World Economic Forum, 2019). His victory was especially im-
pressive because it was broadly based both across the party spectrum and demographically
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(Liddle and Mujani, 2005, p. 121). In July 2009 he was reelected for his second term, again
defeating Megawati, which ended in October 2014 (Riches and Palmowski, 2019; Fealy, 2018).
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