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Abstract
Political parties offer gateways to power for democratic leaders, but they also condition leaders’ 
activities. A “presidentialized” party organization enhances the operative capacity of leaders, including 
presidents that have been overlooked in European political science literature. Theoretically, two 
factors are expected to increase the “presidentiality” of parties: a president-centered regime type 
and party’s leader-centric “genetic” heritage. This study presents the first systematic effort to analyze 
causes of party presidentialization quantitatively in various national contexts and party types. Alongside 
full presidential systems, the study pays attention to semi-presidential systems that are most popular 
in European countries today and which present mixed incentives for parties by forcing them to 
facilitate several leader positions at the executive level simultaneously. To assess these relationships 
empirically, the study utilizes Political Party Database Project’s (PPDB) global dataset. We develop a 
conceptually robust and comparable measure for party presidentialization and apply it to 96 parties in 
25 semi-presidential and presidential democracies. We explore the impacts of regime and party types 
and find considerable support for the former and more limited support for the latter. Our results 
suggest that parties’ organizational makeup can condition presidential activism.
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Introduction: Connecting Party Organization and 
Presidential Activism

The link between political parties and their leaders is crucial for understanding the activi-
ties of popularly elected presidents. Party-related determinants of presidential activism 

1Tampere University, Tampere, Finland
2Sapienza University of Rome, Rome, Italy

Corresponding author:
Vesa Koskimaa, Politics Unit, Faculty of Management and Business, Tampereen yliopisto, Keskustakampus, 
PL 200, 33014, Finland.
Email: vesa.koskimaa@tuni.fi

1289760 PSW0010.1177/14789299241289760Political Studies ReviewKoskimaa and Passarelli
research-article2024

Article

https://uk.sagepub.com/en-gb/journals-permissions
https://journals.sagepub.com/home/psrev
mailto:vesa.koskimaa@tuni.fi
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1177%2F14789299241289760&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2024-12-25


2	 Political Studies Review 00(0)

can be analyzed by connecting them theoretically and empirically to the popular concept 
of party presidentialization. This will allow us to better understand what organizational 
features of parties enhance presidential activism, and which factors enhance the develop-
ment of these features in parties. Certain party features should significantly enhance pres-
idential activism in practice.

The party-president link has become more relevant since the 1970s due to “presiden-
tialization” of politics. The number of political systems where a directly elected president 
exercises some executive functions has increased considerably, making semi-presiden-
tialism the most popular government type in the world. Regime-level changes are also 
expected to reflect in party organizations that aim at molding their structures and prac-
tices to suit the incentives presented by the general electoral and governing institutions. 
The division of leadership roles that surfaces in parties under semi-presidentialism—that 
is, the splitting of parties’ executive leadership to governmental and presidential arenas 
that potentially compete with each other—can cause significant pressures inside parties 
and impact the activities of their leaders (Samuels and Shugart, 2010). Especially less 
institutionalized parties in developing regions like post-1989 Central Eastern Europe 
should be prone to such tensions (Raunio and Sedelius, 2020), as well as Latin America 
where party leadership is more based on local bosses.

Another challenge for studies of party-president linkage is the ambiguousness of the 
concept of “presidentialization.” Its proximity to political personalization (Garzia, 2014; 
Karvonen, 2010), its foundational inconsistencies (Dowding, 2013) and its extension on 
countries that have no directly elected presidents (Poguntke and Webb, 2005) have caused 
confusion and challenges for empirical research (Elgie and Passarelli, 2019). Although a 
general idea exists what party presidentialization means—it refers to centralization of 
power around party leaders—it is not automatically clear what this means organization-
ally and who the leader actually is, as the case of semi-presidentialism demonstrates.

Scholars also disagree on the causes of presidentialization. Some consider it a general 
trend induced by societal change (Poguntke and Webb, 2005), some see it as a regime-
dependent phenomenon (i.e. parties presidentialize only in president-centered systems) 
(Samuels and Shugart, 2010) while others have emphasized parties “genetic” features 
(i.e. some parties are “inherently” more leader-centric) (Passarelli, 2015). Even more so, 
the consequences of party “presidentialization”—for example, for the autonomy and 
activities of leading politicians—have only been theorized recently (Passarelli, 2020). 
Also due to the case-oriented and qualitative emphasis of previous empirical studies that 
has led to criticism on the empirical accuracy of the phenomenon (e.g. Karvonen, 2010) 
most aspects of the popular concept remain open for scrutiny and challenge.

This study seeks to contribute to the blooming literature of party presidentialization by 
addressing several theoretical and empirical dilemmas. Seeking especially to introduce a 
new approach to empirical analysis, the study begins by clarifying theoretically an impor-
tant but overlooked party organizational distinction that should significantly condition 
presidential activism: organizational leader-centrism alone will not enhance presidential 
activism, the party also must appoint significant organizational role to its presidential can-
didate (Passarelli, 2020). Depending on party- and regime-related factors, in terms of the 
level of party “presidentialization” should vary from broadly de-centralized and un-per-
sonalized organizations to highly centralized parties where presidential candidate is the de 
jure and/or facto ruler. To address the limitations of previous empirical studies (the domi-
nance of qualitative comparative case studies, lack of systematic observation and validity, 
etc.) and to examine the level, causes and consequences of party presidentialization more 
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accurately and systematically, this study develops novel measures that seek to acknowl-
edge both sides of the complex concept. The concepts are operationalized with items of the 
Round 2 data of the Political Party Database Project (PPDB). Overall, the dataset includes 
427 variables that describe the various organizational characteristics of 288 parties in 51 
presidential, semi-presidential and parliamentary democracies (Scarrow et al., 2022). As 
the studied linkage is meaningful only for parties that can present candidates for presiden-
tial elections and occupy a presidential office with some executive powers, the study omits 
parliamentary democracies and focuses on 96 parties in 25 semi-presidential and presiden-
tial democracies, examining the relationship of party presidentialization and several gen-
eral contextual and party-related explanatory factors. Wedding novel measures of party 
presidentialization with more fine-grained measures of presidential power (Doyle and 
Elgie, 2016) and other systemic factors allows a more comprehensive and systematic test 
of the basic determinants of party presidentialization that has been presented in the past. 
The results indicate that certain rather expected contextual factors—the presidentialization 
of political system and a non-participatory “genetic” heritage of parties—advance the 
development of party organizational features that enhance presidential activism. However, 
more than anything, this article represents an explorative effort to develop new ideas for 
systematizing the empirical analysis of party presidentialization by providing a detailed 
description of their contents, formation and caveats.

A Presidential Party: Causes, Features, and Consequences

After emerging in late 1990s (Foley, 2000; Mughan, 2000) the concept of presidentializa-
tion quickly gained prominence, especially through a study that connected parties’ organ-
izational developments to the “presidentialization” of electoral and executive politics 
(Poguntke and Webb, 2005). Alongside personalizing elections and the increasing powers 
of political executives (vis-à-vis legislatures) “a shift in intra-party power to the benefit 
of the leader” appeared to take place, leading to a “growing leadership autonomy from the 
dominant coalitions of power within the party,” including extra-parliamentary and parlia-
mentary party organs. More concretely, the shift reflected in the growing of independent 
power resources of party leaders, for example, in regard to nominations (of electoral 
candidates and intra-party positions), communications and policy work, and in the con-
comitant decreasing of power resources of the mid-elite strata which theoretically should 
“control” the leader (Poguntke and Webb, 2005: 9–10).

Two important theoretical notions which are applied below in the building this study’s 
empirical measures rise from this initial conception of party presidentialization. First, 
reflecting the seminal study of Panebianco (1988), party leadership was here conceived 
as a relational position whose standing vis-à-vis other party units is based on the distribu-
tion of crucial organizational resources. An increase in leader’s power resources, which 
also signifies the relative weakening of other party units, should increase leadership’s 
autonomy and provide him or her more capacity to act.

Second, early studies on party presidentialization hinted the problem of location and uni-
formity of party leadership that became a major theme in later studies. As majority of 
Poguntke and Webb’s (2005) empirical cases concerned parties in parliamentary systems 
where no directly elected and powerful presidents exist, the concept of party “presidentializa-
tion” disconnected from the institution of presidency and begun to refer more generally to the 
strengthening of party leaders. Despite the somewhat misguiding terminology, in the context 
of parliamentarism “presidentialization” has a rather simple and straightforward meaning: it 
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refers to the powers, autonomy and operating capacity of the formally selected party opera-
tive that leads the party in elections and in the government. However, in other types of 
regimes, especially under semi-presidentialism where parties simultaneously operate in the 
governmental and presidential spheres, parties’ may have multiple, even mutually competing 
leader figures. Although this paper exclusively focuses on political systems with directly 
elected presidents with some executive powers and functions, contrasting them with parlia-
mentary systems helps to clarify this important theoretical distinction. Centralization of intra-
party power cannot produce much for the presidential candidate if s/he is not also the party’s 
de facto leader (Passarelli, 2020).

Shugart and Carey (1992) and Samuels and Shugart (2010) highlighted the fundamen-
tal differences in organizing and behavior of political parties operating in presidential and 
parliamentary systems. For them, presidentialized party reflects organizational qualities 
incentivized specifically by presidential regime which separates the origin and survival of 
the executive from the legislative. In these systems, capturing the executive is an essential 
electoral and political task of parties and therefore party leaders detach further from par-
ties compared to parliamentary systems where parties’ central tasks and operational 
capacity are more directly connected to the size, will and relevance of parties’ legislative 
branch. Despite the difference regarding the origin of presidentialized parties, Samuels 
and Shugart (2010) conceived the key features of presidentialized parties rather similarly 
than Poguntke and Webb (2005), essentially as a lack of “intraparty leadership account-
ability.” Also due to party’s incapacity to eject the leader after his or her selection, in 
presidential systems the leader should enjoy significantly more autonomy in selecting the 
party’s electoral strategy, policies and key personnel. In presidential systems, the presi-
dential candidate is stronger especially if s/he is the party’s de facto leader.

Focusing on directly elected presidents, Samuels and Shugart (2010) also considered 
the impact of semi-presidential regimes. In the “president-parliamentary” variant where 
president partially controls the origin and survival of the government and is generally 
considered as the stronger of the executive offices (Shugart and Carey, 1992) the primacy 
of the presidential office grants its holder intra-party autonomy that is comparable to pure 
presidentialism. Although “premier-presidentialism” where president has no formal 
power over cabinet and is generally considered as the weaker executive “face” poses a 
trickier case, even in these systems presidents can become real party leaders if a party 
considers presidential office worth pursuing.

Detailed measures of presidential power (Doyle and Elgie, 2016; Metcalf, 2000; 
Roper, 2002; Siaroff, 2003) show that the relative weight of the offices of the dual execu-
tives vary considerably between countries. If the government office is clearly stronger 
and it can be captured only through the legislative route (i.e. the legislature nominates and 
ejects the cabinet), treating a presidential candidate that is separate from the party’s leg-
islative or government factions as the party’s de facto leader would make little sense. 
There, a more likely scenario is that a designated party leader—likely, the chair of the 
parliamentary or extra-parliamentary organization—leads the party’s campaign and gov-
ernment work while the party competes in—less important—presidential elections with 
organizationally and politically less prominent candidate. From this follows that in some 
semi-presidential regimes parties are likely not genuinely “presidential”.

Finally, Passarelli (2015, 2020) amended the existing models of party presidentializa-
tion with ideas from classic party organization literature. While agreeing on the general 
characteristics of presidentialized parties—vast leadership autonomy in campaigning, 
policy development, government formation and directing the legislative faction—he 
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emphasized the conditioning impact of party “genetics,” that is, parties’ semi-permanent 
organizational practices that were set up and consolidated during their genesis and insti-
tutionalization. Put simply, if the party was brought up in centralized, personalized and 
self-sufficient fashion, it will more likely adhere to “presidential” dynamics compared to 
a party that was born in de-centralized, collective and externally subsidized fashion 
(Panebianco, 1988). A clear “genetic” effect has been detected even in recent empirical 
studies of party development (e.g. Pedersen, 2010; Koskimaa, 2020, 2023). Later, 
Passarelli (2020) distinguished president’s role in the party as another crucial dimension 
of presidentialization by noting that presidential candidate can be the party leader but not 
necessarily. S/he might also be just a distant figure who happens to run under party’s 
label, with little control of the party.1 In a genuinely Presidential Party (PP) the president 
(or the presidential candidate) is regarded as the supreme leader and exerts considerable 
control over party’s electoral, legislative and executive functions. Passarelli (2020) spe-
cifically emphasized that president’s capacity to lead party’s legislative faction, which 
can be considered as the single most important capacity of a strong president, depends on 
president’s constitutional powers that vary between regime types.

In addition to parties’ capacity to condition presidential activism within parties, parties 
can limit or enhance presidents’/presidential candidates’ public activities. Parties have  
good reasons to direct the public outputs of their presidential candidates before and after 
elections, not least due to policy coherence that the heavy publicity of presidential office 
constantly tests. If the president is tied strongly to the party apparatus, the latter may also 
try to gain politically from president’s cosiderable public lever. Instead, in a Presidential 
Party the presidential candidate/president should be able to freely determine the sub-
stance and timing of his or her public activities. Essentially, these differences relate to the 
distribution of intra-party power, which due to reasons mentioned above can be condi-
tioned by regime characteristics.

To summarize, the literature proposes three primary causes for party presidentializa-
tion: (1) grand societal change (mediatization, “governmentalization” and internationali-
zation of politics, Poguntke and Webb, 2005), (2) regime characteristics (Samuels and 
Shugart, 2010), and (3) party “genetics” (Passarelli, 2015, 2020). As comprehensive soci-
etal change concerns all parties equally, at least within distinct geographical regions, and 
such general dynamics are very hard to measure (Elgie and Passarelli, 2019), they are 
hard to utilize as independent variables in statistical analysis. A focused analysis of party 
presidentialization should focus on regime and party types.

The basic logic concerning the impact of regime type on party presidentialization is 
straightforward: the more powerful the president is in the broader political system, the 
more prominent the parties “president-leaders” ought to become within parties. Thus, our 
first hypothesis posits that:

H1: Party presidentialization increases along with president’s constitutional powers.

“Pure” regime types (presidentialism and parliamentarism) are easy to classify, but semi-
presidential regimes pose more challenges. After the initial discovery of the regime type 
(Duverger, 1980) the concept has broadened, from the two standard types (president-
parliamentary, premier-presidentialism, Shugart and Carey, 1992) to more elaborate dis-
tinctions that cover other presidential powers than just the origin and survival of the 
executive. The most elaborate and recent is the comprehensive effort of Doyle and Elgie 
(2016), which combines views of all previous attempts (Metcalf, 2000; Roper, 2002; 
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Siaroff, 2003) to measure presidential power as validly and elaborately as possible. We 
apply several classifications to gauge their differences.

The party “genetics” argument rests on an equally straightforward logic: if the party 
hails from a leader-centric organizational heritage, it is likely to be more leader-centric 
than a party from a more collectivist “genetic” lineage that bestows intrinsic value on 
intra-party democracy (Passarelli, 2015, 2020; Koskimaa, 2020). Our second main 
hypothesis thus states that:

H2: Party presidentialization varies inversely with degree of intra-party democracy 
(IPD), as measured by ‘‘genetic” party family.

As we detail below, party “genetic” is not an unambiguous theoretical category, as it is 
often mixed with parties’ ideological leanings that do not necessarily correspond with 
their organizational features. However, in the context of a large-N exploratory statistical 
analysis a time-tested heuristic can be applied: parties that were formed outside of parlia-
ments by newly enfranchised classes (workers, farmers, etc.) have devised a more inter-
nally democratic mass party organization compared to the thinly organized and temporally 
operating cadre parties of the upper middle class that controlled parliaments before uni-
versal suffrage (Duverger, 1967). While the latter also tended to form mass organizations 
during the first half of the twentieth century, “contagion from the left” reflected more in 
formal organizations than actual practices (Scarrow, 2015) and detectable differences 
between the foundational party types that typically conform to traditional left-right cleav-
age have been observed still in the 2010s (Koskimaa, 2020; Passarelli, 2015; Pedersen, 
2010). In addition to these historical main types, we recognize the new major party types 
that were established and consolidated in the late 1900s, during the shift from industrial 
to post-industrial economy and society. The so-called “new politics” parties of the green 
and new left movements have generally put significant emphasis on intra-party democ-
racy (IPD) (Poguntke, 1987) while populist radical right parties have typically organized 
in markedly leader-centric fashion (e.g. Mudde and Kaltwasser, 2017). We expect the 
types to reflect varying levels of IPD and party presidentialization, ranging from “new 
politics” and mass parties to cadre and populist leader parties (H2).

Methods and Data

Despite some minor differences, all examined theoretical models describe presidential-
ized party in rather similar terms. Essentially, it is an organization that has a singular 
leader figure or organ that is autonomous from other party actors and organs. In a presi-
dentialized party, the leader possesses the widest possible capacity to impact party’s cen-
tral choices, tasks, and actions. The other relevant aspect—which makes the other side of 
presidentialized party (Passarelli, 2020) and that this study specifically wants to empha-
size—is the organizational position of the leader and his or her relationship with the presi-
dential candidate. It is very important to note that these can be two different persons with 
varying relative powers, or just one person that performs both functions simultaneously. 
Varying configurations should produce varying types of activism among presidential can-
didates and presidents.

Our overall measure for party presidentialization builds on these two complementary 
concepts: leadership capacity and presidential candidate’s role in party leadership. In 
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operationalizing party leadership capacity, we lean on Panebianco’s (1988) relational 
understanding of parties’ internal power system that is based on the possession of organi-
zationally relevant resources. Theoretically, a presidentialized party is a party with highly 
concentrated distribution of organizational power resources. Focusing on organized intra-
party actors, we may sketch two ideal situations. The most presidentialized party is one 
where a single party leader possesses all relevant resources. In the other end of the con-
tinuum the leader is a purely nominal figure with no personal power resources. While 
basically anything from personal skills and contacts to staff and communications resources 
could be considered an important party resource (Panebianco 1988), theories of party 
presidentialization focus on more formal resources, leaders’ capacities to control parties’ 
central tasks and decisions. Such prerogatives include the nomination of central party 
functionaries, selection of candidates to legislative elections, organization of parties’ 
internal leadership contests, the operating of party’s internal and external communica-
tions and funding, and the formation of party’s political objectives. As these party fea-
tures are relatively easy to measure and compare, this study also focuses on them. 
Considering the general nature of these rights, they can be expected to bear some rele-
vance across political systems and regions.

These features appear in all existing studies on party presidentialization. This study 
emphasizes that a valid measure of party presidentialization also needs to be able to address 
the above-mentioned fact that party leader and party’s presidential candidate might not be 
the same person. If a party leader possesses most organizational power resources, a separate 
presidential candidate becomes a rather limited actor within the party. To catch this impor-
tant aspect of party presidentialization, we applied Passarelli (2020) second defining dimen-
sion of the Presidential Party, president’s role in the party. In genuinely Presidential Party 
the president/presidential candidate is the central party actor.

To operationalize and gauge these central features of party presidentialization empiri-
cally, we utilized Political Party Database Project’s (PPDB) Round 2 dataset.2 The dataset 
was collected in the late 2010s and covers 288 parties from 51 parliamentary, semi-pres-
idential and presidential democracies. To reflect our ambition to study the links between 
parties and presidents according to the framework detailed above, we limited our cases on 
parties (a) that can present a candidate for presidential elections (i.e. parties in semi-
presidential and presidential regimes) and (b) correspond to general historically recog-
nized party families (see below for details). Due to a large number of missing values, we 
omitted Romania from the data set. These choices limited our case sample to 96 parties 
that represent 25 countries in all continents.

Overall, the PPDB data set includes 427 variables, covering all basic structures and 
functions of parties. The variables predominantly report how something is defined in par-
ties’ formal statutes, but some items also consider actual events and decisions. In develop-
ing the measures for this study, only items of the former type were utilized, as specific 
decision-making events (relating to leader selection, for example) may reflect situational 
dynamics instead of parties’ typical internal dynamics.

To assess the two conceptually independent but complementary aspects of a presiden-
tialized party defined above, we created two separate composite measures from selected 
PPDB items: Leader’s Power Resources (LPR) that reflects leadership capacity and 
President-Party Link (P-P LINK) which concerns the intra-party role of the party’s presi-
dential candidate. The selection process advanced in two phases. In the first round, the 
PPDB R2 codebook was studied thoroughly, extracting all items that seemed to bear 
some relevance for the studied concepts. The second phase consisted of several iterative 
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rounds of comparing the items, with the aim to assess and establish the conceptual valid-
ity of every item vis-à-vis the studied concepts and each other. The following 14 items 
were selected for the LPR scale, representing various arenas of leader’s powers:

General Decision-Making Capacity

C11DEPUTY Party statutes give the party leader a say in the selection of the deputy party 
leader(s). A “say” might refer to veto powers, exclusive right to nominate, right to appoint 
directly, etc. Note: Option 3. (“Not Applicable because party does not have a deputy 
leader”) was recoded to -999 (“Not Applicable”) as the exact reason for non-applicabil-
ity is not relevant for the measured quality.

C19LDRROLE3 Party statutes explicitly mention that the national party can only 
enter coalition agreements with the consent of the party leader.

C20LDRROLE4 Party statutes explicitly give the party leader responsibility for deter-
mining the party’s election program.

Capacity to Impact the Composition of the Party Leadership

A90EXCLDR According to party rules, how many members of the highest party execu-
tive may the party leader directly appoint? (related to the overall number of seats (vari-
able A84EXCNUM)).

Capacity to Impact Candidate Selection for Legislative Elections3

B25BCANSELB—B25BCANSELD National party leader(s) are allowed to: B. 
Screening/filtering (prior to decisions by other parts of the party). C. Selecting/deciding 
(de facto decision, even if another party body needs to rubber-stamp it). D. Vetoing (after 
decisions by other parts of the party).

Capacity to Impact the Selection of the Party Leader

C43BPLSELB—C43BPLSELD national party leader(s) are allowed B. Screening/filter-
ing (prior to decisions by other parts of the party). C. Selecting/deciding (de facto deci-
sion, even if another party body needs to rubber-stamp it). D. Vetoing (after decisions by 
other parts of the party).

Leader’s General Directive Powers

C15LDRSUM1 Party statutes give the party leader the right to summon party officials.
C16LDRSUM2 Party statutes give the party leader the right to summon the party 

congress.
C13LDREXC Party statutes give the party leader the right to attend all meetings of the 

national party executive.
C17LDRROLE1 Party statutes explicitly mention that the party leader represents the 

party externally.
Due to the limited number of PPDB items that concern presidents, and our ambition to 

emphasize the conceptual validity of the scales, the P-P LINK scale that measures the 
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depth of the relationship between party’s presidential candidate/president and the party 
only includes three items, two dichotomous variables and one with several values:

A87EXCPRES: Which of the following sit as ex officio members with full voting 
rights on the party’s highest executive body? The president (in presidential or hybrid/
semi-presidential systems), when s/he is a member of this party.

B40PRESRUL3 Candidates must sign a loyalty pledge to the party ahead of the elec-
tion, committing to follow party group discipline in the legislature. (Note: Reversed to 
signify candidate’s autonomy).

B37PRESLDR In some parties the party leader and the party’s presidential nominee 
may be the same person; in others that is not necessarily true, or is even forbidden. Please 
tell us which is true for this party: 0. Non-applicable*. 1. The national constitution or 
national laws forbid a president and/or presidential nominee from leading a party. 2. The 
party’s constitution requires that the party leader and the party’s presidential nominee 
must be different people. 3. The party’s leader may also be its presidential nominee, but 
this is not necessarily the case. 4. The party’s leader is presumed to be its presidential 
nominee, even though there are separate selection (or ratification) procedures for these 
posts. 5. The party leader automatically becomes the party’s presidential nominee, with-
out any separate procedures.

*This value was not included in the original categorization. To create it, the value 
“Non-applicable” (-999) was re-coded to 0.

Due to the conceptual comprehensiveness and geographical breadth of the PPDB data 
the value ‘-999’/ non-applicable appears somewhat prominently in the dataset. According 
to the PPDB codebook it signifies “A non-missing value {which] does not conceivably 
exist for the data point. This occurs when a question/variable has no conceptual relevance 
to a particular case.” We have interpreted the rule to reflect situations where a certain 
party feature cannot exist for a particular party, likely due to some external reason like 
national legislation. For example, as well over a half of countries included in the PPDB 
employ a parliamentary regime type where there are no popular elections for selecting 
presidents, questions on parties’ internal procedures for selecting presidential candidates 
bear no relevant meaning in these contexts. Such obvious cases concern fundamental 
features of political regimes and have thus been excluded from this study already via 
regime-specific case selection criteria, but it appears that-999s can also be assigned for 
parties on more detailed reasons and thus they continue to exist to some extent also in our 
more limited case sample. Due to two theoretical and one more analytical reason we have 
included these values in our analyses as zeros, reflecting non-existence of a measured 
party quality. First, while we acknowledge that things that cannot exist (-999) and do not 
exist (0/no) are not the same because the latter includes a theoretical possibility of exist-
ence (i.e. that in some other circumstances a party that scored 0/no could alternatively 
score 1/yes), also due to the low n of our sample we decided to emphasize the fact that 
regardless of this conceptual difference also -999s signify non-existence with great cer-
tainty. In the context of the essentially cross-sectional PPDB data and our cross-national 
comparison that mainly focuses on the existence of some rather general party features 
both values (-999, 0) clearly signal non-existence and can thus be conceived similarly in 
general descriptions of existence. Second, if we treated the -999s as mere “non-observa-
tions,” we would harm the generality of the party presidentialization scale as its theoreti-
cal maximum would vary according to the case-specific amount of -999s. That is, if one 
party can produce a meaningful score for all 17 constituent items and another party can 
only score on, say, 14 items (when three cells are coded with -999 and bear no analytical 
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value), the parties are compared with unequal measures. A generalized scale presupposes 
that all parties can produce meaningful scores on each item and in this case—where both 
0 and -999 clearly signal non-existence of a party feature—recoding -999s to zeros makes 
more sense than treating them as non-observations. Third and finally, to examine the 
impact of the re-coding we assessed the prevalence and distribution of -999s across scale 
items and party cases, and found little reason to believe that the -999s could skew the 
analysis a lot. Appendix 4 reports descriptive statistics for the original scale items while 
Table 1 reports item descriptives after the re-coding of -999s to zeros. First, we can see 
that the overall amount of -999s is relatively low, around 8 % of all observations and just 
7.6% per item. In most cases other values—no (0), yes (1), missing (-888)—score signifi-
cantly higher. More importantly, the -999s distribute rather evenly across scale items, 
diverting from the mean with more than two percentage points only in few cases. As a 
result, the item means did not change much due to re-coding of -999s to zeros. In similar 
vein Appendix 5 shows that the re-coding effort causes little harm at the level of parties 
(n = 96). On average, one party case includes 1.35 -999s, just 8% of the theoretical maxi-
mum (17), so the positive observations (1) that remain constant are still contrasted with 
“genuine zeros” in well over 90% of the time. In addition, the -999s distribute rather 
evenly also across party cases. Almost half of parties (46) contain no -999s at all and 
around 92 % of the cases fit within the maximum of three -999s observations. Only eight 
party cases score more, and six of them locate around a value that signifies one third of 
the theoretical maximum (5.6). Compared to all other cases, two parties present excep-
tional scores—both are located in Portugal, scoring 13 and 16 points, respectively—but 
we decided to include them in the analyses as the scores originated through the above-
mentioned general logic and because both parties produce no positive scores which could 
impact the summary statistics.

In assessing the empirical coverage and quality of the data which is used in the analy-
ses of this study, in Table 1 -999s are included as zeros and for the missing values we only 
considered “genuinely missing” values, that is, values that should exist but have not been 
reported due to data availability issues (signified with “-888” in the dataset). As was 
noted above, we also calculated standard descriptive statistics for all items to assess their 
relative weights for the scales’ overall scores. As one might expect from such a diverse set 
of countries and variables, the presence and relative weight of the items varies consider-
ably. While the non-existence of a measured party feature dominates most items, all items 
contain sufficient amounts of positive observations to justify their inclusion in the scale. 
Similarly, while some items are more important for the overall scores (based on their 
mean value), all items are conceptually valid and impact the overall score to some extent, 
and thus they deserve to be included in the scale.

Parties’ scores for the LPR and P-P LINK scales were calculated simply by aggregat-
ing the scores of individual variables, which in most cases (16/17)—that is, save for the 
last one listed above—are dichotomous. Although the measured features may bear vary-
ing relevance in actual party operations, without detailed information of such differences 
the items could not be weighted reliably and thus the values were simply aggregated into 
a sum. The only exception are the values of the one multi-value item (B37PRESLDR, 
range 0–5) that were added to the scale’s (P-P LINK) overall score as they stood (0, 1, 2, 
3, etc.), giving more relative weight to this item. Besides countering the limited amount 
of conceptually valid items we could add to the P-P LINK scale, we considered the item 
to reflect an aspect of the president-party link that is more important than what the other 
P-P LINK variables measure (seat in the party executive, absence of formal electoral 
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Table 1.  Descriptive Statistics for the Constituent Items of the LPR and P-P LINK Scales.

Leader’s Power Resources (LPR)

Leader’s decision-making capacity and Capacity to appoint other members of party 
leadership

  C11DEPUTY C19LDRROLE3 C20LDRROLE4 A90EXCLDR

No
Yes
Missing
Mean
Std.

64 (66.7)
18 (18.8)
14 (14.6)
0.22
0.416

71 (74.0)
12 (12.5)
13 (13.5)
0.14
0.354

78 (81.3)
6 (6.3)
12 (12.5)
0.07
0.259

0.039
0.152

Leader’s capacity to impact candidate selection for legislative elections

  B25BCANSELB B25BCANSELC B25BCANSELD  

No
Yes
Missing
Mean
Std.

57 (59.4)
20 (20.8)
19 (19.8)
0.26
0.441

56 (58.3)
29 (30.2)
11 (11.5)
0.34
0.477

58 (60.4)
18 (18.8)
20 (20.8)
0.24
0.428

 

Leader’s capacity to impact the selection of party leader

  C43BPLSELB C43BPLSELC C43BPLSELD  

No
Yes
Missing
Mean
Std.

71 (74.0)
8 (8.3)
17 (17.7)
0.10
0.304

71 (74.0)
11 (11.5)
14 (14.6)
0.13
0.343

73 (76.0)
7 (7.3)
16 (16.7)
0.09
0.284

 

Leader’s general directive powers

  C15LDRSUM1 C16LDRSUM2 C13LDREXC C17LDRROLE1

No
Yes
Missing
Mean
Std.

33 (34.4)
47 (49.0)
16 (16.7)
0.59
0.495

43 (44.8)
41 (42.7)
12 (12.5)
0.49
0.503

11 (11.5)
79 (82.3)
6 (6.3)
0.88
0.329

26 (27.1)
64 (66.7)
6 (6.3)
0.71
0.456

PRESIDENT-PARTY LINK (P-P LINK)

  A87EXCPRES B40PRESRUL3 B37PRESLDR

No
Yes
Missing
Mean
Std.

73 (76.0)
13 (13.5)
10 (10.4)
0.15
0.360

29 (30.2)
37 (38.5)
30 (31.3)
0.56
0.500

0
1
2
3
4
5
Missing
Mean
Std.

10 (10.4)
5 (5.2)
2 (2.1)
61 (63.5)
9 (9.4)
2 (2.1)
7 (7.3)
2.67
1.166

Source: Authors’ elaboration on the selected items of the Political Party Database.
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pledge). To enable inter-party comparison, both scales were set to a 0–1 range where 0 
represents the theoretical minimum and 1 the theoretical maximum. To assess the overall 
level of party “presidentialization,” we combined these values into Party Presidentialization 
scale (PP, re-scaled back to 0–1) which is the main dependent variable in the forthcoming 
analyses.

Finally, we ran common reliability tests to assess the internal consistency of the scales. 
Considering the multifaceted conceptual and geographical origin of the constituent items 
and values, the LPR scale fared well (Cronbach’s a: 0.751). Despite the equally solid 
conceptual foundation, the P-P LINK did worse. Likely, due to the low number of items 
and almost non-existent correlation between one item (A87EXCPRES) and the others it 
only scored 0.306. While ejecting A87EXCPRES increased the alpha to 0.431, we decided 
to keep all original items, as they reflect the same underlying concept and thus produce 
some nuance for the overall scores. Most importantly, combining the scales—into Party 
Presidentialization scale that considers all 17 items—produced a level of inter-item cor-
relation (Cronbach’s a: 0.651) which with good conceptual validity provides sufficient 
ground for devising it as our main dependent variable in statistical analysis. In line with 
our hypotheses, we focused only on the main explanatory factors: regime and party type 
characteristics. To assess them thoroughly, we measured both with several indicators, 
progressing from simple categorical differences derived from the background variables of 
the PPDB dataset toward measures of more detailed variation that we sourced from exter-
nal datasets. After testing group mean differences in party presidentialization under pure 
presidentialism and the two variants of semi-presidentialism explicated by Shugart and 
Carey (1992) (see Table 2 for results), we applied the Presidential Power indices of Doyle 
and Elgie (2016) in a controlled multivariate analysis (OLS regression). Besides offering 
the most comprehensive coverage of the features of presidential power, the PresPow 
index offers the most accurate reflection of the powers of existing presidents by extending 
its measures to the 2010s.

To assess the impact of party features we begun with simple ideological “party family” 
categories derived from the PPDB dataset and modified them to suit our theoretical focus. 
As discussed above, throughout the twentieth-century Western parties have been classi-
fied to groups based on various criteria ranging from political ideology to organizational 
“genetics” (e.g. Krouwel, 2006). Although these basic characteristics have often been 
conflated (e.g. conservative ideology is commonly associated with cadre party style of 
organization) they are not the same. Some conservative parties may have applied mass 
organization model, for example. Another challenge for the “genetic” effect is that par-
ties’ organizational characteristics have been said to have converged during the twentieth 
century to the extent that parties have become almost undistinguishable (e.g. Katz and 
Mair, 2002). However, even recent studies have found marked differences between basic 
“genetic” party types (Koskimaa, 2020; Passarelli, 2015; Pedersen, 2010; Van Biezen, 
2003). Due to the unidimensional and ideologically-centered measure of party’s heritage 
devised in the PPDB data—that simply asks country experts to determine party’s “family 
resemblance” based on a pre-defined list (e.g. social democratic, conservative, etc.; see 
PARTYFAMNEW from PPDB codebook for full details)—and the lack of additional 
country-specific information, we were not able to determine ex ante to which extent par-
ties’ ideological labels correlate with (or deviate from) their basic organizational features 
and we had to estimate parties’ organizational “genetics” from these ideological labels 
(e.g. social democratic parties were automatically considered as mass parties) Although 
this is not an ideal solution, “family labels” provide enough analytic basis for this 
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preliminary analysis which rather seeks to explore that confirm some common expected 
relationships.

To systematize the analysis of party “genetics,” we re-coded the original PPDB catego-
ries. We started with theoretical criteria, omitting party types that did not fit to any com-
mon “genetic” party family. These are Agrarian/Farmer’s, Regionalist, Ethnic and 
Confessional (other than Christian Democratic) parties, and parties that had not fitted to 
any presented category in the coding phase. There were 19 such parties in this study’s 
research sample (of 115 parties). To combine the remaining 96 parties into “genetic” cat-
egories we also assessed their mutual resemblance empirically. Based on the group means 
of party presidentialization scores and the size of the original “family” groups (see 
Appendix 1), we produced four “genetic” party categories. Reflecting the traditional prob-
lem of inferring organization from ideology, the PPDB data combines old communist par-
ties that organizationally conformed to Duverger’s (1967) hierarchic cell model and the 
“new left” parties that have applied less militant organizations under the same label. We 
acknowledge the problem, but there was nothing we could do about it afterwards. In our 
re-coding scheme, we bundled Communists/Left Socialists with Greens that emerged 
alongside Left Socialists in the 1980s and together now produce the more general category 
of “new politics” parties, which are known for their grassroots-driven organizing style. To 
emphasize this founding “genetic” feature, the new re-coded party group was named as 
Participatory Party. The second new category, the Mass Party, was formed simply by re-
naming the original PPDB category Social Democrats. However, for transparency it should 
be already noted that while there are sound historical and theoretical reasons to conceive 
mass parties second after communists/socialists/greens in the IPD hierarchy of genetic 
party types we found no significant differences in party presidentialization between social 
democratic and cadre parties (see Table 3 and Appendix 1 for details). However, to pro-
duce roughly equal sized groups for statistical comparison, we kept the mass parties sepa-
rated from the traditional center-right parties. Following the same logic, we bundled 
together traditional right-wing parties that historically adhered to the elite-driven Cadre 
Party type (Christian Democrats, Conservatives, and Liberals). Finally, we differentiated 
from center-right parties the Leader Parties, a category that combines Right-wing (popu-
lists) and the Far right (extreme right) parties which are commonly known for their central-
ized and personalistic leadership style (Table 3). Group means for all re-coded party 
categories—Participatory, Mass, Cadre and Leader—are presented below.

Table 2.  Party Presidentialization in Constitutional Regimes With Popularly Elected President.

N Mean Std. 
deviation

Std. error 95% confidence interval 
for mean 

 lower upper

Premier-
presidential

43 0.2887 0.1403 0.0214 0.2455 0.3319

President-
parliamentary

16 0.3978 0.1168 0.0291 0.3355 0.4600

Presidential 37 0.3996 0.1719 0.0283 0.3423 0.4569
ANOVA, 
Between Groups

Sum of Squares
0.289

df
2

Mean Square
0.145

F value
6.417

Sig.
0.002

 

Source: Political Party Database.
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We utilized various measures of societal development as control variables to enable a 
more rigorous comparison of party presidentialization under various regime and party 
types. The purpose of including these variables was to account for the potential external 
impact of the dramatic differences in the socio-demographic and political circumstances 
of countries included in the PPDB dataset. Especially in less developed countries parties’ 
internal structure can also reflect more general societal factors, and these countries are 
also typically over-represented among countries with presidential systems. Controlling 
for societal development was thus important in this study that compares less developed 
countries with more developed countries with president-centered regime type. To control 
for economic disparities, we applied per capita Gross Domestic Product (GDP in $), and 
to account for broader developmental differences we used Human Development Index 
(HDI). We also controlled for societal and political stability/instability with the Worldwide 
Governance Indicators (WGI), summarizing together the six core indicators that measure 
one underlying concept (Langbein and Knack, 2010). All indicators were derived from 
the World Bank Database.

To detect, define and eventually measure presidential activism in presidential and 
semi-presidential regimes, it is important to illustrate the more concrete and practical 
links between institutions and parties. For this purpose, we present in Appendix 3 four 
illustrative case examples that add nuance on the quantitative analysis. They emphasize 
the missing link in presidential studies that is represented by party “genetics” (Panebianco, 
1988; Passarelli, 2015; Samuels and Shugart, 2010): on one side, institutions define the 
framework in which the political actors can intervene, conferring to them a set of general 
opportunities and constraints. On the political side, the control of the party in supporting 
bills in the parliament is crucial for the president to exercise his constitutional powers 
effectively. The president can expand his influence beyond constitutional limits if he is 
able to control the legislative branch of his party. Moreover, and most significantly, the 
president will be able to move beyond the institutional limits if the party is prone to be 
presidentialized, that is, it is “genetically” suitable. The party’s nature is crucial—it is the 
main intervening variable—in explaining presidential activism in semi-presidential and 
presidential regimes alike.

Analysis

Our dependent variable is Party Presidentialization (PP) and it is measured at party level. 
On the theoretical 0–1 scale, parties’ scores range from 0.00 to 0.65 and the sample mean 

Table 3.  Party Presidentialization in Different “Genetic” Party types.

N Mean Std. deviation Std. error 95% confidence interval 
for mean 

lower upper

Participatory Party 20 0.2304 0.2049 0.0458 0.1345 0.3263
Mass Party 25 0.3663 0.1355 0.0271 0.3104 0.4222
Cadre Party 40 0.3805 0.1301 0.0206 0.3389 0.4221
Leader Party 11 0.4159 0.1040 0.0314 0.3460 0.4858
ANOVA, Between 
Groups

Sum of Squares
0.378

df
3

Mean Square
0.126

F value
5.772

Sig.
0.001

 

Source: Political Party Database.
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is 0.35 (with standard error of 0.16), meaning that most parties score in less than half of 
the items. We first examined the relationship of PP and our main independent variables—
regime and party types—by simply comparing group means. The results are presented in 
Tables 2 and 3.

Reflecting traditional theoretical expectation explicated by Samuels and Shugart 
(2010), Table 2 shows that a clear statistically significant difference exists in the average 
level of party presidentialization between parties operating in the two variants of the 
semi-presidential regime type. Mean scores differ by over a 0.1. However, while parties 
that compete in full presidential systems also score on average around 0.1 points higher 
than parties of in premier-presidential systems, their difference to the variant of semi-
presidentialism where president is significantly stronger (president-parliamentary type) is 
almost undisguisable. In political regimes where president is a primary executive actor, 
parties organize in presidential fashion even if government formation is partially tied to 
legislative majority.

As Table 3 shows, a simple comparison of group means also reveal some expected 
differences in party presidentialization between “genetic” party types. The ordering of the 
types ascends in expected fashion, that is, from the most internally democratic organiza-
tional “genetics” (Participatory Party) to the least internally democratic “genetic” type 
(Leader Party). However, it is equally clear that at least based on the mean of PP, most 
party groups do not differ from each other very much. Only Participatory Parties differ 
clearly from all other party types, including Mass Parties category, which in the tradi-
tional party literature have represented the ideal of internally democratic parties that 
should try to prevent the concentration of power to their leaders by distributing intra-party 
power to various organizational layers that control each other in bottom-up fashion. In 
fact, while the difference between Participatory Parties and Mass Parties can be consid-
ered significant, the difference between Mass Parties and other “old party families” which 
are combined in the Cadre Party category is modest and not statistically significant. In 
terms of party presidentialization, even the Leader Parties do not differ very much from 
other party groups except Participatory Parties, which clearly form a distinct group in this 
re-categorization of the PPDB party families.

To explore the hypothesized relationships more rigorously, we ran several regression 
models (with OLS estimation), utilizing various continuous and categorical independent 
and control variables and standard robustness tests (for the results of the final models, see 
Table 4). Here, regime differences were gauged with Presidential Power index that 
appoints fine-grained values for president’s constitutional powers in presidential and 
semi-presidential regimes (Doyle and Elgie, 2016). The initial analysis revealed that 
countries’ PresPow 1 scores differ significantly, in ascending fashion between basic 
regime types, and the PresPow 1 scores also correlate relatively strongly with parties’ PP 
scores (Pearson’s r = 0.380). Combined, these observations give sound rationale for utiliz-
ing the PresPow 1 scores in the multivariate analysis.

Due to the marked difference of the mean PP scores between parties that were re-
coded to the category of Participatory Party (communists, socialists and greens) and all 
others (Mass, Cadre and Leader) which was displayed above in Table 3, we calculated a 
simple dummy variable that distinguishes Participatory Parties from other party groups 
(designated as Non-Participatory Parties) and used it as our main explanatory variable for 
party genetics in the multivariate analysis. In other words, the final test for party “genet-
ics” is simply a test between parties whose “genetic” heritage rests or does not rest on 
broad grassroots participation.



16	 Political Studies Review 00(0)

The final set of variables were entered into the model in stepwise fashion, beginning 
by establishing the relationship between the main independent and dependent variables 
and then observing whether the statistical relationship holds against several country-level 
controls. As parties’ organizational configurations may reflect national qualities like con-
stitutional demands and the level of country’s economic and societal development, we 
also ran common robustness tests (bootstrapping, clustered standard errors) for the final 
model to increase the validity of our results. They are presented in Table 4.

The results of the regression analysis confirm the suggestions made by the simple group 
mean comparisons, which corresponded to our main hypotheses: the level of party presi-
dentialization (PP) is positively associated with the presidentialization of the political sys-
tem (H1) and, in more qualified fashion (i.e. only referring to “genetic” heritage that is not 
characterized by grassroots engagement), also on party “genetics” (H2). Combined, the two 
main explanatory factors explain almost 30% of the overall variation. The three control 
variables that assess countries’ developmental level from various perspectives—the GDP, 
the HDI and the WGI—produce no statistically significant impact and only minuscule 
changes to the explanatory power of the models. Also, while the bootstrapping of the model 
(with 1000 iterations) and clustering standard errors at country level impact the standard 
errors and significance levels of the variables to some extent, the big picture does not 
change: a genuine, if not very surprising, relationship seems to exist between these common 
factors. While this level of measurement and analysis cannot signal conclusive and general 
causal impact, the observation provides good benchmark for future studies.

Table 4.  Controlled Impact of Presidential Powers and Party “Genetics” on Party 
Presidentialization, Linear Regression Models (OLS Estimation).

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 5 
bootstrap

Model 5 
clust. SE’s

Presidential Power 0.337*** 
(0.090)

0.274*** 
(0.085)

0.390*** 
(0.143)

0.367** 
(0.166)

0.342* 
(0.174)

0.342** 
(0.137)

0.342* 
(0.173)

Non-participatory 
party org.

0.135*** 
(0.036)

0.134*** 
(0.036)

0.135*** 
(0.037)

0.137*** 
(0.037)

0.137*** 
(0.049)

0.137** 
(0.054)

National GDP (per 
capita, US $)

0.000 
(0.000)

0.000 
(0.000)

0.000 
(0.000)

0.000 
(0.000)

0.000 
(0.000)

Human Development 
Index (HDI)

-0.058 
(0.211)

0.013 
(0.257)

0.013 
(0.362)

0.013 
(0.358)

Worldwide 
Governance Index 
(WGI)

-0.023 
(0.047)

-0.023 
(0.050)

-0.023 
(0.064)

Model fit (R2 value) 0.145 0.268 0.277 0.278 0.280 0.280 0.280

Source: Political Party Database, Presidential Power Dataset, World Bank Database.
Besides running the robustness tests, we calculated common diagnostic statistics for the final model to as-
sess the quality of our analysis. The statistical values are reported in this note, and the P-P and scatterplots 
(for determining normality and heteroskedasticity) are presented in Appendix 2 below. The Durbin-Watson 
statistic has the value of 1.356039, signaling modest negative autocorrelation. Considering that the studied 
parties are nested in national contexts that vary in terms of legislation and custom, the value can be consid-
ered sufficiently low. For determining the level of multicollinearity of the independent variables we calculated 
the following VIF values, which signal tolerable level of multicollinearity: Presidential Power 4.242, Non-
participatory Party Organization 1.071, GDP 3.514, HDI 4.022 and WGI 5.891. The plots (Appendix 2) signal 
a statistical suitability of our analysis and results.
The significance levels for the estimates are ***<0.01; **<0.05; *<0.1.
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Nonetheless, two caveats should be underlined already here. First, despite its capacity 
to withhold against most changes, Presidential Power—that is, president’s constitutional 
power resources—loses some of its explanatory capacity as new variables are entered to 
the models. This likely relates to the fact that the PresPow 1 scale correlates negatively 
and very strongly (at almost 0.8 level, measured with Pearson’s r) with all developmental 
indicators that were used as controls, meaning that the level of presidentialization 
increases along with decreasing societal well-being which signals that presidential sys-
tems are overrepresented among developing countries. The good thing is that the variable 
maintains its explanatory power when country-level impacts are considered. Second, 
regarding party ‘genetics” it is important to emphasize again that the only truly significant 
impact derives indirectly from the organizational choices of old communist and the newer 
so-called “New Politics” parties that include green and new socialist movements that 
started to organize in Europe in the 1980s, in markedly grassroots-friendly and demo-
cratic fashion. In other words, only particular and also rather distinct interpretations of 
intra-party democracy (IPD) –the broad inclusion of party grassroots—seem to be able to 
limit party presidentialization. However, while this is not very surprising, already the 
existence of such parties in political systems with directly elected presidents that have 
been conceived as conductive for party presidentialization reflects the logic of the “genetic 
effect,” that is, the inherent tendency of parties to persist in their original organizational 
model even under external pressure (e.g. Panebianco, 1988).

Concluding Remarks

This study presented the first attempt to explore systematically and empirically the under-
studied links between the causes and consequences of party presidentialization. After defin-
ing the main concept—party presidentialization as centralization of intra-party power—we 
introduced a more underdeveloped feature of party presidentialization, that is, the possibil-
ity of divided party leadership that can emerge especially under semi-presidentialism which 
today is Europe’s most common regime type. To empirically assess this more complex idea 
of party presidentialization the study utilized the Political Party Database (PPDB) data to 
develop new measures and produced an initial exploration of phenomenon’s theorized 
determinants, regime type and party “genetics,” focusing on a subset of the PPDB data 
consisting of 96 parties in 25 presidential and semi-presidential countries. In terms of 
empirical rigor and comprehensiveness, this effort exceeds past studies on party presiden-
tialization. The results of our empirical exploration focusing on 96 parties in 25 semi-pres-
idential and presidential countries indicate that the level of party presidentialization is 
associated with system- and party-level institutional incentives. In line with common theo-
retical expectations (Passarelli, 2015, 2020; Samuels and Shugart, 2010) the “presidential-
ity” of the political regime and, in more limited fashion, party’s non-participatory “genetic” 
heritage paves way for leader- and president-centric party organizations that enhance presi-
dential activism. While certainly not representing the whole spectrum of regimes and party 
types, or sufficient methodological rigor for establishing causal links, our case examples 
presented in Appendix 3 also signal the existence and relevance of such links. Overall, it 
appears that party organization should be considered more explicitly as a relevant condi-
tioner of presidential autonomy and activism—also in semi-presidential democracies which 
today form the majority of all political regimes in Europe.

However, we strongly emphasize that instead of seeking or claiming to produce a defini-
tive and generalizable proof of these linkages, this study merely sought to take a more focused, 
systematic and comprehensive look on this blooming topic, mainly to provide “benchmark” 
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and inspiration for subsequent studies to which we leave many questions to be addressed. 
Besides continuing to develop the measures of party presidentialization and related party 
organizational features like party “genetics,” students of party-president links should think 
how to connect parties to presidential activism more rigorously. Besides limiting to rather 
distinct parties, our assessment of the “genetic effect” likely suffered to some extent from the 
rather crude measures of party “genetics” (i.e. the PPDB’s ideology-based measure for “party 
families”), although the direction of this bias is impossible to determine without additional 
information. Future studies should also pay special attention on how exactly parties condition 
presidents. As the presidential office can be occupied by one party at a time and presidents 
typically serve long terms that span over various societal contexts, pinpointing party’s impact 
on presidential activism is very hard. For this reason, scholars working on party-president link 
might need to extent their empirical efforts also to presidential candidates.
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Notes
1.	 This type of situation could refer (a) to the presence of non-partisan presidents, which are not included 

in this study, but also (b) to partisan candidates in regimes with low presidential powers that are typically 
retired party leaders with little connection to the everyday political activities of parties.

2.	 The data and the codebook are publicly available at https://www.politicalpartydb.org/.
3.	 In regard to party leader’s capacity to impact the selection of various party functionaries, the Political 

Party Database Project (PPDB) coding scheme also recognizes a capacity to Suggest/Propose candidates 
for these positions. We omitted this capacity from our scale, as compared to the other, more decisive 
capacities (Screening/Filtering, Selecting/Deciding, Vetoing) a right to Suggest/Propose represents a 
weaker, advisory capacity. At least in the countries we are most familiar with, all party congress delegates 
can formally propose candidates for party leadership positions.
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Party Presidentialization by Original Party Groups of the PPDB Dataset.

N Mean Std. 
deviation

Std. error 95% confidence interval 
for mean 

lower upper

Communists/
Left Socialists

13 0.2281 0.2295 0.0636 0.0894 0.3668

Greens 7 0.2347 0.1661 0.0628 0.0811 0.3883
Social Democrats 25 0.3663 0.1355 0.0271 0.3104 0.4222
Christian Democrats 11 0.3962 0.0979 0.0295 0.3305 0.4620
Conservatives 15 0.3463 0.1329 0.0343 0.2726 0.4199
Liberals 14 0.4049 0.1490 0.0398 0.3188 0.4909
Right-wing (populists) 10 0.4146 0.1096 0.0347 0.3362 0.4930
Far right (extreme right) 1 0.4286 . . . .
Total 96 0.3496 0.1584 0.0162 0.3175 0.3817

Source: Political Party Database.
Values for the 15 parties that were omitted from the research sample due to their poor correspondence 
with historical party models are not displayed in this table.

Appendix 1
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Appendix 2

Diagnostic plots for the regression analysis.

Appendix 3

Linking Party Organization to Presidential Activism: Four Case Examples

The link between the political party and the president varies across systems and depend-
ing on the party’s features. Without the intend for proving an exhaustive sample, we 
report four relevant cases in which this dynamics is pretty clear.

France represents the most well-known contemporary semi-presidential case. Since 
its emergence in the late 1950s, due to the active role played by its originator president 



22	 Political Studies Review 00(0)

Charles De Gaulle, the French Fifth Republic has strengthened the role of the president. 
The combination of weakly institutionalized parties and the institutional features of the 
political system that conferred a seminal role to the presidential elections, parties’ lead-
erships became more and more personalized over time. Parties systematically imitated 
the logic of presidentialism by conferring a prominent role to presidential elections and 
candidates. This trend has then been strengthened by the shortening of the presidential 
term and by calling presidential elections right before the legislative elections. A more 
proactive presidency has increased presidential activism in the legislative process and 
regarding the use of decree power.

Overall, the French president has been a prominent and active political agent. Before 
the 2000s the president early dissolved the National assembly five times (1962, 1968, 
1981, 1988, 1997), four times occurring after the first direct presidential elections of 
1965, and in the two immediately after the presidential elections. Even more often, the 
president has intervened to appoint and to remove the prime minister and other members 
of the cabinet. Importantly, in the Fifth Republic the key element enhancing presidential 
activism has been the president’s effective formal and/or informal control of his own 
party. When the control of party and the presidential office overlap, the president directly 
intervenes in the parliamentary dynamics via the partisan branch. For presidential activ-
ism that has an important impact as he or she can directly affect the governmental action 
by dismissing the prime minister and the members of cabinet (Passarelli, 2010). This vari-
able has accounted more than the political ones, such as the presence of cohabitation. The 
constitutional revision of 2000 (which reduced presidential term to 5 years, to parallel the 
length and timing of a parliament term) and the consequent concurrent elections made the 
president more and more politically accountable for the activities of the government. 
Therefore, in France the head of the state is now more and more the real center of the 
executive power. His or her capacity to exercise this position however varies on the basis 
how well s/he can control his or her own party, especially the parliamentary majority 
(Bachelot and Haegel, 2015).

Portugal deliberately adopted a semi-presidential regime to mimic France. Nonetheless, 
Portugal has shown some different dynamics especially in terms of party presidentialization 
but in particular as regard to presidential activism. On one side, Portuguese the two main 
political parties have faced a strong process of personalization and presidentialization due 
to their genetic origin, which broadly reflects the quintessential leader-centric catch-all 
model). However, despite the attempt to mimic the French case, the Portuguese system has 
allotted a much less prominent role for the head of the state. Legislative elections clearly 
represent the first-order ones and presidential constitutional powers are not very significant. 
Most importantly, however, the balance of power between the executive offices stands in 
favor of the parliament-government with the prime minister playing a central executive 
role. For these reasons, the president only intervenes when the executive is in trouble, or the 
legislature ends before its formal term. In case of early parliament dismissal and some 
vetoes the president opposed some symbolic policies. For most parts, however, presidential 
activism has been more “defensive,” that is acting predominantly when the party system 
was not able to assure the stability of a government. As the president is not politically con-
trolling the parliamentary majority, not even in absence of cohabitation, and due to the tradi-
tion of the Portuguese parties presidential activism is mostly seen an exit strategy to 
safeguard the entire institutional system (Passarelli, 2010). Mostly, the president carefully 
avoids confrontational activities toward the executive and the prime minister. In the 7 
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parliamentary dismissals that Portuguese presidents have made since 1976, only in one 
case—in 2002—the president really had a political role. In the rest of the cases he merely 
noted either end of the legislature about the situation or the impossibility for the government 
to keep its activity. Compared to the French president who is clearly an active political agent 
the Portuguese president acts more like a non-political mediator. Politicians who want to 
advance their career tend to run for the leadership of their party and in parliamentary elec-
tions rather than toward presidential positions. The latter are considered as less prominent 
due to the weaker role of the head of the state in the general balance of power between the 
institutions (Neto and Lobo, 2009).

The Polish case represents one of the most prominent semi-presidential regimes that 
proliferated in the Eastern Europe after the 1989-1991 turning point. As in the Finnish 
case, the president does not play a preeminent role, although in cases of cohabitation his 
role is not reduced to a mere figurehead. The nature of the Polish parties and the institu-
tional context made the president not a prominent figure in the political arena. In Poland, 
personalization and presidentialization of parties proved very important for increasing the 
level of presidential activism. The recent changes in the structure of the party system and 
the disappearance of some seasoned politicians who led the process of institution building 
after the turn of the 1990s paved way for possible changes toward a more relevant role of 
the legislative-executive axis operating beyond presidential control. Nonetheless, the 
president continues to keep a symbolic role. The relatively recent democratization and 
emergence of its semi-presidential regime are two key elements of the Polish political 
system. The Polish semi-presidential sub-type—like the ones in Portugal and France—
may be referred to as premier-presidential because the prime minister is responsible only 
to the legislature, and the president does not have the power to dismiss the government. 
The power of the president and his or her potential for activism are quite limited as the 
prime minister is clearly the most important political actor. Like in Portugal, only in 
exceptional cases the Polish president can act to impose his choices, as happened for 
example in 2000 when Kwaśniewski successfully managed to install his own cabinet 
when the government of Leszek Miller imploded. Most of the president’s profile and 
powers relate to the conception of the presidential office, seen as largely staying above 
the party-political fray and only occasionally directly interfering in policymaking (Bucur 
and McMenamin, 2015: 110).

After the Finnish Civil War (1918) the combating political elites agreed on a semi-presi-
dential constitution where a strong (typically left-leaning) parliament was balanced with a 
strong (often right-leaning) president. Strong presidency was supported by the country’s pre-
carious geopolitical position that put emphasis on stern foreign policy leadership, and thus 
president was made the supreme leader of this sector. Despite considerable constitutional 
powers to also interfere in domestic affairs—powerful role in government formation, right to 
dissolve the parliament, suspensive veto, extensive decree rights, etc.—president mostly 
acted as mediator until the Second World War. After the war which put Finnish-Soviet rela-
tions at the center of all policymaking, the presidency strengthened considerably. Utilizing 
his personal Soviet relations and broadly recognized role as the keeper of Finland’s neutrality 
policy, president Urho Kekkonen of the right-wing Agrarian/Centre Party (in office 1956–
1981) extend presidential influence over domestic politics that suffered from a strongly 
polarized and fragmented party system that could not produce stable governments. Besides 
actively “steering” government formation, Kekkonen asserted his prominence informally via 
publicity and utilized it politically especially via public administration.
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In the turn of the 1980s the waning Soviet threat, the passing of Kekkonen and the de-
polarization of inter-party relations and the subsequent creation of a consensual and stable 
coalitional practice opened a way for a more parliamentary practice. A central initiator of the 
constitutional reform that was finalized in 2000 with broad interparty consensus was 
President Mauno Koivisto (in office 1982–1994) of the Social Democratic Party (SDP) that 
had opposed strong presidency. Two Koivisto’s successors—Martti Ahtisaari (1994–2000) 
and Tarja Halonen (2000–2012) also represented the SDP. The new constitution erased presi-
dent’s domestic powers and only left a shared leadership in foreign policy with the govern-
ment that controls European Union (EU) policies along with domestic affairs. The role 
change caused only few public quarrels over EU policymaking mandates and predominantly 
the presidency adapted smoothly to the government-driven, consensual and stable governing 
system (Raunio and Sedelius, 2020: 60–64). Despite garnering the highest relative turnout, 
in terms of political relevance Finnish presidential elections that have been direct since 1988 
are clearly second-order elections compared to parliamentary elections where parties com-
pete for the prime minister’s position which is clearly the dominant of the executive offices 
in majority of policies. Due to the consensual and strongly institutionalized co-leadership in 
foreign affairs president’s role confines rather strictly to this sector and s/he is generally cau-
tious toward acting outside from it. Unlike in the previous cases, the contemporary Finnish 
president does not publicly intervene even in inter-party battles that could threat government 
stability. Since 1983, all Finnish governments have served full terms with very extensive and 
ideologically diverse surplus majorities. Besides occasionally visiting the foreign and secu-
rity policy committees, the president has nothing to do with the legislative process. The lead-
ers of parliamentary party groups are tightly connected to and very loyal toward party leaders 
who serve as top ministers when the party is in government.
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Appendix 4

Descriptive Statistics for the Original Constituent Items of the LPR and P-P LINK Scales.

Leader’s Power Resources (LPR)

Leader’s decision-making capacity and Capacity to appoint other members of party 
leadership

  C11DEPUTY C19LDRROLE3 C20LDRROLE4 A90EXCLDR

No
Yes
Missing (-888)
Missing (-999)
Mean
Std.

55 (57.3)
18 (18.8)
14 (14.6)
9 (9.4)
0.25
0.434

67 (69.8)
12 (12.5)
13 (13.5)
4 (4.2)
0.15
0.361

72 (75.0)
6 (6.3)
12 (12.5)
6 (6.3)
0.08
0.268

10 (10.4)
18 (18.8)
0.05465
0.178149

Leader’s capacity to impact candidate selection for legislative elections

  B25BCANSELB B25BCANSELC B25BCANSELD  

No
Yes
Missing (-888)
Missing (-999)
Mean
Std.

49 (51.0)
20 (20.8)
19 (19.8)
8 (8.3)
0.29
0.457

48 (50.0)
29 (30.2)
11 (11.5)
8 (8.3)
0.38
0.488

50 (52.1)
18 (18.8)
20 (20.8)
8 (8.3)
0.26
0.444

 

Leader’s capacity to impact the selection of party leader

  C43BPLSELB C43BPLSELC C43BPLSELD  

No
Yes
Missing (-888)
Missing (-999)
Mean
Std.

63 (65.6)
8 (8.3)
17 (17.7)
8 (8.3)
0.11
0.318

64 (66.7)
11 (11.5)
14 (14.6)
7 (7.3)
0.15
0.356

65 (67.7)
7 (7.3)
16 (16.7)
8 (8.3)
0.10
0.298

 

Leader’s general directive powers

  C15LDRSUM1 C16LDRSUM2 C13LDREXC C17LDRROLE1

No
Yes
Missing (-888)
Missing (-999)
Mean
Std.

28 (29.2)
47 (49.0)
16 (16.7)
5 (5.2)
0.63
0.487

40 (41.7)
41 (42.7)
12 (12.5)
3 (3.1)
0.51
0.503

5 (5.2)
79 (82.3)
6 (6.3)
6 (6.3)
0.94
0.238

24 (25.0)
64 (66.7)
6 (6.3)
2 (2.1)
0.73
0.448

 (Continued)
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Table (Continued)

Leader’s Power Resources (LPR)

PRESIDENT-PARTY LINK (P-P LINK)

  A87EXCPRES B40PRESRUL3 B37PRESLDR

No
Yes
Missing (-888)
Missing (-999)
Mean
Std.

66 (68.8)
13 (13.5)
10 (10.4)
7 (7.3)
0.16
0.373

16 (16.7)
37 (38.5)
30 (31.3)
13 (13.5)
0.70
0.463

1
2
3
4
5
Missing (-888)
Missing (-999)
Mean
Std.

5 (5.2)
2 (2.1)
61 (63.5)
9 (9.4)
2 (2.1)
7 (7.3)
10 (10.4)
3.01
0.707

Source: Authors’ elaboration on the selected items of the Political Party Database.

Appendix 5

Table A1.  Descriptive Statistics for the Distribution of -999s Across Party and Country Cases.

-999s per party case

  Party cases (n) % Cumulative %

Value of -999 (n) 0 46 47.9 47.9
1 24 25.0 72.9
2 9 9.4 82.3
3 9 9.4 91.7
4 2 2.1 93.8
6 4 4.2 97.9

13 1 1.0 99.0
16 1 1.0 100.0
Total 96 100.0  

Party presidentialization scale (PP) consists of 17 items. The maximum amount of -999s per party is thus 17.
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Table A2.  Descriptive Statistics for the -999s Across Countries.

Parties 
(n)

-999s per 
party (mean)

Std. 
deviation

Min Max

Austria 5 0.00 0.000 0 0
Czech Republic 6 0.67 1.211 0 3
Finland 6 1.00 0.000 1 1
France 3 1.00 1.000 0 2
Ireland 7 0.86 1.464 0 4
Poland 4 2.75 2.217 1 6
Portugal 7 6.29 5.851 2 16
South Korea 2 3.00 0.000 3 3
Brazil 3 0.33 0.577 0 1
Chile 5 0.40 0.548 0 1
Mexico 3 0.33 0.577 0 1
Colombia 10 1.00 1.414 0 4
Croatia 5 2.60 1.949 1 6
Peru 6 0.17 0.408 0 1
Tanzania 1 0.00 . 0 0
Zambia 2 0.00 0.000 0 0
Serbia 5 0.60 1.342 0 3
Zimbabwe 1 0.00 . 0 0
Namibia 2 3.00 4.243 0 6
Uganda 2 1.50 2.121 0 3
Equador 3 2.00 1.732 0 3
Malawi 2 0.50 0.707 0 1
Nigeria 2 1.00 0.000 1 1
Burkina Faso 2 0.50 0.707 0 1
Kenya 2 0.00 0.000 0 0
Total 96 1.35 2.441 0 16


