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A Missingness
The value of any dataset hinges on its completeness. In an effort to provide the highest
levels of transparency, this section will discuss PEAR’s levels of missingness. Before
turning to evaluating the levels of missingness in PEAR itself, a discussion about
which legislative terms I was able to collect data for in the first place is warranted.

Combining Lührmann et al. (2018), Geddes et al. (2014), Chin et al. (2021), and
Boix et al. (2013), I identified a total of 1,474 legislative terms that were coded as
authoritarian by at least one of the four datasets. The goal was to provide data for as
many authoritarian legislative terms as possible so that researchers would not have
to rely exclusively on any of the abovementioned regime classifications.

Figure A1 shows that out of all 1,474 authoritarian (s)election-years, I was able to
collect data for 882 of them. This corresponds to a share of 60%. While not perfect,
this level of missingness is to be expected given how much more difficult it is to locate
information on authoritarian regimes compared to democracies. Future iterations of
PEAR will attempt to fill the existing gaps and provide a more complete coverage.
In the following, I will provide more details as to where exactly data is missing.

Figure A1: Missingness Legislative Terms
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Figure A2 highlights how complete PEAR is in regards to different time periods. It
shows the share of regimes included in PEAR in any given (s)election-year. In earlier
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periods of the dataset, coverage hovers around 50% for legislative terms on a fairly
consistent level until around 1990. Some of the regimes with several legislative terms
in earlier periods of this dataset for which I have been unable to locate information
about individual MPs include Cuba, Egypt, and Syria. From 1990, coverage increases
rapidly up until 2024. In recent years, I have also achieved a coverage of 100% for
individual years. Thus, PEAR is somewhat biased towards legislative terms from
more recent historical periods and shows larger gaps as one goes back in time.

Figure A2: Missingness Over Time
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In addition to historical differences, PEAR also shows differences in coverage
across geographical regions. Using Coppedge et al. (2021)’s categorization of regions,
Figure A3 shows how many legislative terms I have been able to collect from 1945 to
2024 across different regions. First, for Western Europe and North America, I have
been able to identify MPs for all legislative terms under autocracy. This includes, for
instance, the cases of Greece, Portugal, and Spain. In Asia and the Pacific as well
as Eastern Europe (and Central Asia), PEAR achieves a coverage of around 75%.
Regimes that are missing in both these regions include Afghanistan and Myanmar as
well as Communist Hungary and Romania. Missingness is a more substantial issue
in the Middle East and North Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean as well as
Sub-Saharan Africa.
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Figure A3: Missingness By Region
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Finally, as the comparison of missingness across regions already alludes to, miss-
ingness is also a function of regimes’ level of development. Figure A4 shows that
data on legislative terms tends to be missing in regime-years with lower levels of
GDP per capita, while those that I was able to collect tend to have a higher level of
development.

4



Figure A4: Missingness By GDP
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Finally and perhaps most importantly for any future research using PEAR, it is
important to assess whether the legislatures from which data were collected are not
systematically different from those that are not covered in the data. To analyse this, I
compare legislatures included in PEAR with those not included in PEAR according to
V-Dem’s (Coppedge et al., 2021) Legislative Constraints on the Executive Index. The
index assesses to what extent legislatures are capable of constraining the executive and
includes specific indicators such as whether parliaments question officials in practice,
have executive oversight, or initiate their own investigations. Figure A5 shows that
there are no significant differences across legislatures that have been collected. The
missing legislatures tend to be slightly less constraining overall, but this difference is
not statistically significant.
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Figure A5: Missingness By Legislative Constraints
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An alternative way of comparing legislatures is the nature of the competition
in entering parliament. Geddes et al. (2018) devised a coding scheme that divides
authoritarian legislatures into those featuring competitive elections and a significant
share of opposition supporters, only competitive elections that opposition candidates
competed in, competitive elections that only regime insiders participated in, and
further types. Figure A6 shows their eight types of legislatures and the absolute
numbers for those legislatures that are collected and those that are missing. PEAR
includes legislatures of all types, and for most categories, more legislative terms are
collected than are missing. Only among those legislatures in which all delegates are
from the ruling party, but in which some were identified through competitive, multi-
candidate elections (Category 3), and for cases in which the national legislature is
selected indirectly, that is, if deputies are chosen by lower-level bodies (Category 6),
a majority of cases are missing rather than included in PEAR.
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Figure A6: Missingness By Legislative Competition
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Altogether, PEAR shows a slant towards completeness for more recent legisla-
tive terms, for those in more developed authoritarian regimes, and those in Europe,
the Asia-Pacific, and Central Asia, while there are some more gaps for regimes in
the Middle East and North Africa, Sub-Saharan Africa, and Latin America and the
Caribbean. Researchers planning to use PEAR must carefully consider the implica-
tions this has for their particular research question and sample. Future versions of
PEAR will likely alleviate some of these issues as more and more researchers embark
on country-specific data collection efforts that may be incorporated into PEAR.

In the next step, I am highlighting the levels of missingness in the actual PEAR
dataset. PEAR contains variables on the coverage of the MPs, the coverage of their
gender, the coverage of their age, as well as the coverage of their party affiliations by
legislative terms, which will be used for this analysis.

For those legislative terms that are available in PEAR, the identification of MPs
is generally complete. For most legislative terms, the number of MPs collected for
PEAR corresponds to 100% of statutory members. Similarly, MPs’ gender has gen-
erally been identified across regimes. A mean coverage of 97% suggests a high degree
of completeness. Out of the four basic variables on coverage, the one on MPs’ age

7



is the most incomplete one. The mean of 53% for age coverage suggests that there
are also several legislative terms for which MPs’ years of birth could not be identi-
fied. Finally, party affiliations have been identified to a satisfactory extent for most
legislative terms. However, for countries such as China, for instance, PEAR cannot
distinguish between members of the ruling Chinese Communist Party, members of
the minor parties, or unaffiliated delegates. Table A1 shows the full details on those
four coverage variables.

Table A1: Descriptive Statistics for Coverage Variables
by Legislative Term

Variable Unique Mean Min Median Max
Coverage MPs 260 99.4 57.7 100.0 117.3

Coverage Gender 314 97.3 0.3 100.0 117.3
Coverage Age 666 53.0 0.0 47.7 117.3

Coverage Party 300 81.4 0.0 100.0 105.6

Finally, Table A2 breaks this down even further by world regions. The patterns
displayed here follow the ones shown above regarding the inclusion of legislative terms
in PEAR. Eastern Europe and Western Europe, generally, tend to have the highest
levels of coverage across most of these four variables while coverage for Sub-Saharan
Africa, Latin America, and the Middle East and North Africa can be more patchy.
Therefore, before using any of the variables in PEAR, researchers should make sure
to check the coverage for the variable they are interested in using and, if necessary,
exclude any observations that do not meet their desired level of completeness.

Table A2: Mean Coverage Variables by Region
by Legislative Term

Region Coverage
MPs

Coverage
Gender

Coverage
Age

Coverage
Party

Eastern Europe and Central Asia 100.0 100.0 76.9 78.9
Latin America and Caribbean 99.2 98.7 33.5 74.1
Middle East and North Africa 100.0 99.6 46.7 82.2

Sub-Saharan Africa 98.3 97.3 39.7 90.1
Western Europe and N. America 100.1 100.1 82.1 67.7

Asia and Pacific 99.6 92.0 54.5 77.4
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B List of Countries

Table A3: Sample of Autocracies included in PEAR

Country Legislature n
Afghanistan 2005, 2010 2
Albania 1946, 1950, 1954, 1958, 1962, 1966, 1970, 1974, 1978, 16

1982, 1987, 1991, 1992, 1996, 1997, 2001
Algeria 1997, 2002, 2007, 2012, 2017, 2021 6
Angola 1992, 2008, 2012, 2017, 2022 5
Antigua and Barbuda 1984, 1989, 1994, 1999 4
Argentina 1946, 1948, 1951, 1954, 1958, 1960, 1962, 1963, 1965, 11

1973, 1983
Armenia 1995, 1999, 2003, 2007, 2012, 2017 6
Azerbaijan 1991, 1995, 2000, 2005, 2010, 2015, 2020, 2024 8
Bahrain 1973, 2002, 2006, 2010, 2014, 2018, 2022 7
Bangladesh 1973, 1979, 1986, 1988, 1991, 2001, 2009, 2014, 2019 10

2024
Belarus 1997, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016, 2019, 2024 8
Benin 1991, 2019, 2023 3
Bhutan 2008, 2013, 2018 3
Bolivia 1966, 1979, 1980, 1985, 2019, 2020 6
Bosnia and Herzegovina 1996 1
Botswana 1966, 1969, 1974, 1979, 1984, 1989, 1994, 1999, 2004, 12

2009, 2014, 2019
Brazil 1947, 1951, 1955, 1959, 1963, 1967, 1971, 1975, 1979, 10

1983
Bulgaria 1946, 1950, 1954, 1958, 1962, 1966, 1971, 1976, 1981, 10

1986
Burkina Faso 1992, 1997, 2002, 2012, 2015 5
Burundi 2010, 2015, 2020 3
Cambodia 1993, 1998, 2003, 2008, 2013, 2018, 2023 7
Cameroon 1973, 1978, 1983, 1988, 1992, 1997, 2002, 2007, 2013,

2020 10
Cape Verde 1975, 1980, 1985 3
Central African Republic 2020 1
Chad 2011, 2024 2
Chile 1945, 1949, 1953, 1957 4

Continued on next page
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Table A3 – continued from previous page
Country Legislature n

China 1954, 1959, 1964, 1975, 1978, 1983, 1988, 1993, 1998, 14
2003, 2008, 2013, 2018, 2023

Colombia 1945, 1947, 1949, 1951, 1958, 1962, 1964, 1966, 1970, 14
1974, 1978, 1982, 1986, 1990

Comoros 2009, 2015, 2020 3
Cote d’Ivoire 2012, 2021 2
Croatia 1992, 1995 2
Cuba 2003, 2018, 2023 3
Cyprus 1960, 1970 2
Czechoslovakia 1948, 1954, 1960, 1964, 1969, 1971, 1976, 1981, 1986 9
Democratic Republic of Congo 2011, 2018, 2023 3
Djibouti 2013 1
Dominican Republic 1994 1
Ecuador 1947, 1954, 1979, 2002 4
Egypt 2015 1
El Salvador 1950, 1952, 1954, 1956, 1958, 1960, 1961, 1964, 1966 23

1968, 1970, 1972, 1974, 1976, 1978, 1982, 1985, 1988,
1991, 1994, 1997, 2021, 2024

Equatorial Guinea 2022 1
Estonia 1992 1
Eswatini 1993, 1998, 2013, 2023 4
Ethiopia 2010, 2021 2
Fiji 1987, 1992, 1994, 1999, 2001, 2006, 2014, 2018, 2022 9
Gabon 1961, 1964, 1967, 1973, 1980, 1985, 1990, 1996, 2001, 12

2006, 2011, 2018
Gambia 1966, 1972, 1977, 1982, 1987, 1992, 1997, 2002, 2007, 11

2012, 2017
Georgia 1992, 1995, 1999, 2008, 2024 5
German Democratic 1950, 1954, 1958, 1963, 1967, 1971, 1976, 1981, 1986, 10
Republic 1990
Ghana 1965, 1969, 1979, 1992, 1996, 2000 6
Greece 1946, 1950, 1951, 1952, 1956, 1958, 1961, 1963, 1964 9
Guatemala 1985, 1990, 1994, 1995, 1999 5
Guinea 2013, 2020 2
Guinea-Bissau 1994, 2019, 2023 3
Honduras 2009, 2013, 2017, 2021 4
Hong Kong 1998, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016, 2021 7

Continued on next page
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Table A3 – continued from previous page
Country Legislature n

Hungary 1945, 1980, 1985, 2018, 2022 5
India 1977, 2019, 2024 3
Indonesia 1956, 1960, 1965, 1966, 1971, 1977, 1982, 1987, 1992 11

1997, 2024
Iran 1984, 1988, 2008, 2012, 2016, 2020 6
Iraq 2014, 2018, 2021 3
Jamaica 1983 1
Jordan 1947, 1950, 1951, 1954, 1956, 1961, 1962, 1963, 1967, 20

1984, 1989, 1993, 1997, 2003, 2007, 2010, 2013, 2016,
2020, 2024

Kazakhstan 1994, 1996, 1999, 2004, 2007, 2012, 2016, 2021, 2023 9
Kenya 1969, 1974, 1979, 1983, 1988, 1992, 1997, 2007, 2017 9
Kuwait 1963, 1967, 1971, 1975, 1981, 1985, 1992, 1996, 1999, 21

2003, 2006, 2008, 2009, 2012 I, 2012 II, 2013, 2016,
2020, 2022, 2023, 2024

Kyrgyzstan 2010, 2015, 2021 3
Laos 1975, 2002, 2006, 2011, 2016, 2021 6
Lebanon 1953, 2005, 2009, 2018, 2022 5
Lesotho 1998 1
Libya 2012 1
Macau 1999, 2001, 2005, 2009, 2013, 2017, 2021 7
Macedonia 1998, 2011, 2014, 2016 4
Madagascar 2014, 2019, 2024 3
Malawi 1983, 1994, 2004, 2009, 2019 5
Malaysia 1959, 1964, 1971, 1974, 1978, 1982, 1986, 1990, 1995, 14

1999, 2004, 2008, 2013, 2018
Mali 2013, 2020 2
Maldives 2005, 2014, 2019 3
Mauritania 2023 1
Mauritius 2024 1
Mexico 1946, 1949, 1952, 1955, 1958, 1961, 1964, 1967, 1970, 19

1973, 1976, 1979, 1982, 1985, 1988, 1991, 1994, 1997,
2000

Moldova 2005, 2009, 2009 3
Mongolia 2024 1
Montenegro 2006, 2009, 2012, 2016, 2020 5
Morocco 2002, 2007, 2011, 2016, 2021 5

Continued on next page
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Table A3 – continued from previous page
Country Legislature n

Mozambique 1994, 1999, 2009, 2014, 2019, 2024 6
Namibia 1990, 1994, 1999, 2004, 2009, 2014 6
Nepal 1959, 1981, 1986, 1991, 1994, 1999, 2008, 2013 8
Nicaragua 1990, 2011, 2016, 2021 4
Nigeria 1999, 2003, 2007, 2011, 2023 5
North Korea 1948, 1957, 1962, 1967, 1972, 1982, 1987, 1998, 2003 12

2009, 2014, 2019
Oman 1991, 1994, 1997, 2000, 2003, 2007, 2011, 2015, 2019 10

2023
Pakistan 1955, 1962, 1965, 1970, 1977, 1985, 1988, 1990, 1993, 15

1997, 2002, 2008, 2013, 2018, 2024
Papua New Guinea 2007, 2012, 2017, 2022 4
Paraguay 1998 1
Peru 1963, 1978, 1980, 1990, 1992, 1995, 2000 7
Philippines 1946, 1949, 1953, 1957, 1961, 1965, 1969, 1978, 1984, 14

1987, 2004, 2007, 2019, 2022
Poland 1947, 1952, 1957, 1961, 1965, 1969, 1972, 1976, 1980, 11

1985, 1989
Portugal 1945, 1949, 1953, 1957, 1961, 1965, 1969, 1973 8
Qatar 1972, 1975, 1990, 1995, 1996, 2004, 2017, 2021 8
Republic of Congo 2012, 2022 2
Russia 1994, 1996, 2000, 2003, 2007, 2011, 2016, 2021 8
Rwanda 2013, 2018, 2024 3
Saudi Arabia 2013, 2016, 2020, 2024 4
Senegal 1963, 1968, 1973, 1978, 1983, 1988 6
Serbia 2000, 2014, 2016, 2020, 2022, 2023 6
Seychelles 1993, 1998, 2002, 2007, 2011 5
Sierra Leone 2012, 2023 2
Singapore 1965, 1968, 1972, 1976, 1981, 1984, 1989, 1992, 1997, 14

2002, 2006, 2011, 2016, 2020
Solomon Islands 2001, 2006 2
South Africa 1948, 1953, 1958, 1961, 1966, 1970, 1974, 1977, 1981, 12

1987, 1989, 1994
South Korea 1948, 1950, 1954, 1958, 1960, 1963, 1967, 1971, 1973 13

1979, 1981, 1985, 1988
Soviet Union 1946, 1950, 1954, 1958, 1962, 1966, 1970, 1974, 1979, 11

1984, 1989
Continued on next page

12



Table A3 – continued from previous page
Country Legislature n

Spain 1946, 1949, 1952, 1955, 1958, 1961, 1964, 1967, 1971, 9
Sri Lanka 1978, 1989, 2000, 2010, 2015 5
Suriname 1987 1
Syria 2012, 2016, 2020 3
Taiwan 1981, 1984, 1987, 1990, 1993, 1996, 1999 7
Tajikistan 2015 1
Tanzania 1965, 1970, 1975, 1980, 1985, 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005, 12

2010, 2015, 2020
Togo 2007, 2013, 2018, 2024 4
Thailand 1946, 1948, 1951, 1952, 1957, 1958, 1969, 1975, 1976 23

1979, 1983, 1986, 1988, 1992, 1993, 1995, 1996, 2001,
2005, 2007, 2011, 2019, 2023

Tunisia 1956, 2004, 2009, 2011, 2014, 2023 6
Turkey 1946, 1950, 1954, 1957, 1961, 1965, 1983, 1987, 2002 15

2007, 2011, 2015, 2015, 2018, 2023
Turkmenistan 2004, 2018, 2023 3
Uganda 1996, 2006, 2011, 2016, 2021 5
Ukraine 1998, 2002, 2012, 2014 4
United Arab Emirates 1972, 1974, 1977, 1979, 1981, 1984, 1988, 1990, 1993 18

1995, 1997, 2000, 2003, 2007, 2011, 2015, 2019, 2023
Uzbekistan 1995, 2000, 2005, 2010, 2015, 2020, 2024 7
Venezuela 2000, 2006, 2011, 2016, 2021 5
Vietnam 1946, 1960, 1964, 1971, 1975, 1976, 1981, 1987, 1992, 15

1997, 2002, 2007, 2011, 2016, 2021
Zambia 1968, 1973, 1978, 1983, 1988, 1991, 1996, 2001, 2006 11

2016, 2021
Zimbabwe 1985, 1990, 2000, 2005, 2008, 2013, 2018, 2023 8
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C Cases of Gender Discrepancy
These are cases where the share of women recorded in PEAR deviates from Hughes
et al. (2017) or Coppedge et al. (2021) by more than 3 percentage points.

1) Bangladesh 2001

The other datasets have not included the reserved seats for women in their anal-
ysis. There were 45 of them and, in consequence, the difference between PEAR and
V-Dem and Hughes et al. (2017) is quite large in this case.

2) Malawi 1983

The data in PEAR for this case is coming directly from the Malawi Government
providing little reason to believe that this contains any errors.

3) El Salvador 1956

Unclear where the difference is coming from. Other datasets do not include any
women for this legislative term, whereas PEAR’s data comes from the official par-
liamentary history. Wikipedia also mentions the four female MPs as the first MPs
in the history of El Salvador, and their names match with the ones recorded in PEAR.

4) Honduras 2013

Unclear where the difference comes from. PEAR uses data from Kouba and Weiss
(2025), and all female-coded MPs have clearly female names.

5) Moldova 2010

This difference may be due to both datasets including values from different elec-
tions. PEAR covers the 2009 elections, V-Dem and Hughes et al. (2017) likely cover
the 2010 elections.

6) Gambia 2002

The other datasets are missing the appointed MPs.

7) Botswana 1974
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The other datasets are missing the appointed MPs.

8) Poland 1947

Unclear where the difference comes from. Data in PEAR comes from Wikipedia
but can be traced back to original Polish sources.

9) Kuwait 2014

The other datasets are missing the ministers who also sit in parliament.

10) Angola 1992

Unclear where the difference comes from. I double-checked all entries, and they
all seem correct. The data comes directly from the Angolan parliament and all MPs
are shown with photos.

11) Bulgaria 1962

Unclear where the difference comes from. Data in PEAR have been provided by
the Bulgarian parliament.

12) El Salvador 1960

Unclear why other datasets have coded El Salvador as not having any female
MPs. The MPs identified as female in PEAR have clearly female names. Also see El
Salvador 1956 above.

13) Belarus 2000

I was only able to retrieve data from 2002, which might explain the discrepancy.

14) Angola 2012

Unclear where the difference comes from. I double-checked all entries, and they
all seem correct. The data comes directly from the Angolan parliament, and all MPs
are shown with photos.

15) North Korea 1982
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Unclear where the difference comes from. Data for PEAR comes from Wikipedia,
which can be traced back to an original resource – a book.

16) Bangladesh 1988

Presumably, there must be a mistake in other datasets relating to the presence
of reserved seats for women. Yet, in 1988, there were no reserved seats for women
(unlike in later elections in Bangladesh).

17) Kuwait 2012

The other datasets seem to have used data from the subsequent legislature, which
is recorded for the year 2013 in PEAR.

18) Nepal 2013

Unclear where the difference comes from. A native speaker has coded MPs’ gen-
der based on their names for PEAR.

19) Antigua and Barbuda 1999

Unclear how other datasets reach a share of women of 5.3%. Given a parliament
size of 17 MPs, this is not possible.

20) Antigua and Barbuda 1994

Similar issue as above.

21) Singapore 2002

Unclear where the difference comes from. I double-checked other resources, in-
cluding the website of the People’s Action Party (PAP), which also only mentions
one woman in parliament.

22) El Salvador 1966

Unclear where the difference comes from. All MPs designated as male clearly have
male names.
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23) Djibouti 2013

There may have been errors in PEAR’s coding of some names. These have been
done with the help of large language models.

24) Cape Verde 1980

Unclear where the difference comes from. All MPs designated as male clearly have
male names.
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D Age Discrepancy
These are cases where the mean age of MPs deviates from Stockemer and Sundström
(2022)’s data collection by more than 1 year.

1) Syria 2012

There is a considerable discrepancy here. However, both datasets achieve near-
perfect coverage of the MP’s ages. There must be a difference in the underlying data.
PEAR uses data from the (former) Syrian government official website.

2) Cameroon 2007

WARP only has a coverage of 40% of MPs in this year. PEAR achieves a 100%
coverage.

3) Cameroon 1988

WARP only has a coverage of 8% of MPs in this year. PEAR achieves a 100%
coverage.

4) Tanzania 2015

This discrepancy is likely due to different MP coverages. PEAR achieves a cov-
erage of 97.96% whereas WARP has a coverage of 105%.

18



E Codebook - Cross-National Data

country: Full name of the country

cowcode: Correlates of War Country Code

iso: ISO 3166-1 A-3 country codes

legislature_start: Year in which the lower house/unicameral elections took place

legislature_end: Final year of the legislative term

leg_seats: Number of nominal seats in the legislature

leg_nr: Chronological number of legislative term in the country under authoritarian

rule since 1945

vdemid: Varieties of Democracy Identifier for the country

no: Number of MPs identified in PEAR

coverage_mps: Share of MPs included in PEAR

coverage_gender: Percentage of MPs for whom gender is known

coverage_age: Percentage of MPs for whom age is known

coverage_party: Percentage of MPs for whom the party affiliation is known

coverage_incum: Coverage of MPs for whom the incumbency status is known

retentionrate: Retention rate of MPs

women_share: Share of female MPs among MPs with known gender

meanage: Mean age of MPs among MPs with known age

medianage: Median age of MPs among MPs with known age

thirtyorunder_share: Share of MPs that are 30 years of age or under among MPs

with known age

thirtyfiveorunder_share: Share of MPs that are 35 years of age or under among

MPs with known age
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fortyorunder_share: Share of MPs that are 40 years of age or under among MPs

with known age

seventyorover_share: Share of MPs that are 70 years of age or over among MPs

with known age

seventyfiveorover_share: Share of MPs that are 75 years of age or over among

MPs with known age

eightyorover_share: Share of MPs that are 80 years of age or over among MPs

with known age

womenthirtyorunder_share: Share of MPs who are women aged 30 or under

(among MPs with known age and gender)

womenthirtyfiveorunder_share: Share of MPs who are women aged 35 or under

(among MPs with known age and gender)

womenfortyorunder_share: Share of MPs who are women aged 40 or under

(among MPs with known age and gender)

womenseventyorover_share: Share of MPs who are women aged 70 or over

(among MPs with known age and gender)

womenseventyfiveorover_share: Share of MPs who are women aged 75 or over

(among MPs with known age and gender)

womeneightyorover_share: Share of MPs who are women aged 80 or over (among

MPs with known age and gender)

no_rp: Number of MPs identified as members of the ruling party

rulingparty_share: Share of MPs identified as members of the ruling party

retentionrate_rp: Retention rate among ruling party MPs

women_share_rp: Share of women among ruling party MPs with known gender
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meanage_rp: Mean age of ruling party MPs among ruling party MPs with known

age

medianage_rp: Median age of ruling party MPs among ruling party MPs with

known age

thirtyorunder_share_rp: Share of ruling party MPs that are 30 years of age or

under (among ruling party MPs with known age)

thirtyfiveorunder_share_rp: Share of ruling party MPs that are 35 years of age

or under (among ruling party MPs with known age)

fortyorunder_share_rp: Share of ruling party MPs that are 40 years of age or

under (among ruling party MPs with known age)

seventyorover_share_rp: Share of ruling party MPs that are 70 years of age or

over (among ruling party MPs with known age)

seventyfiveorover_share_rp: Share of ruling party MPs that are 75 years of age

or over (among ruling party MPs with known age)

eightyorover_share_rp: Share of ruling party MPs that are 80 years of age or

over (among ruling party MPs with known age)

womenthirtyorunder_share_rp: Share of ruling party MPs who are women aged

30 or under (among ruling party MPs with known age and gender)

womenthirtyfiveorunder_share_rp: Share of ruling party MPs who are women

aged 35 or under (among ruling party MPs with known age and gender)

womenfortyorunder_share_rp: Share of ruling party MPs who are women aged

40 or under (among ruling party MPs with known age and gender)

womenseventyorover_share_rp: Share of ruling party MPs who are women aged

70 or over (among ruling party MPs with known age and gender)
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womenseventyfiveorover_share_rp: Share of ruling party MPs who are women

aged 75 or over (among ruling party MPs with known age and gender)

womeneightyorover_share_rp: Share of ruling party MPs who are women aged

80 or over (among ruling party MPs with known age and gender)

no_rs: Number of MPs classified as regime supporters

regimesupporters_share: Share of all MPs that are classified as regime supporters

retentionrate_rs: Retention rate among those classified as regime supporters

women_share_rs: Share of female MPs among those classified as regime support-

ers with known gender

meanage_rs: Mean age of those MPs classified as regime supporters with known

age

medianage_rs: Median age of those MPs classified as regime supporters with known

age

thirtyorunder_share_rs: Share of MPs that are 30 years of age or under among

those classified as regime supporters with known age

thirtyfiveorunder_share_rs: Share of MPs that are 35 years of age or under

among those classified as regime supporters with known age

fortyorunder_share_rs: Share of MPs that are 40 years of age or under among

those classified as regime supporters with known age

seventyorover_share_rs: Share of MPs that are 70 years of age or over among

those classified as regime supporters with known age

seventyfiveorover_share_rs: Share of MPs that are 75 years of age or over among

those classified as regime supporters with known age

eightyorover_share_rs: Share of MPs that are 80 years of age or over among
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those classified as regime supporters with known age

womenthirtyorunder_share_rs: Share of regime supporters who are women aged

30 or under (among regime supporters with known age and gender)

womenthirtyfiveorunder_share_rs: Share of regime supporters who are women

aged 35 or under (among regime supporters with known age and gender)

womenfortyorunder_share_rs: Share of regime supporters who are women aged

40 or under (among regime supporters with known age and gender)

womenseventyorover_share_rs: Share of regime supporters who are women aged

70 or over (among regime supporters with known age and gender)

womenseventyfiveorover_share_rs: Share of regime supporters who are women

aged 75 or over (among regime supporters with known age and gender)

womeneightyorover_share_rs: Share of regime supporters who are women aged

80 or over (among regime supporters with known age and gender)

no_op: Number of opposition MPs

opposition_share: Share of opposition MPs

retentionrate_op: Retention rate among opposition MPs

women_share_op: Share of female MPs among opposition MPs with known gender

meanage_op: Mean age among opposition MPs with known age

medianage_op: Median age among opposition MPs with known age

thirtyorunder_share_op: Share of MPs that are 30 years of age or under among

opposition MPs with known age

thirtyfiveorunder_share_op: Share of MPs that are 35 years of age or under

among opposition MPs with known age

fortyorunder_share_op: Share of MPs that are 40 years of age or under among
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opposition MPs with known age

seventyorover_share_op: Share of MPs that are 70 years of age or over among

opposition MPs with known age

seventyfiveorover_share_op: Share of MPs that are 75 years of age or over among

opposition MPs with known age

eightyorover_share_op: Share of MPs that are 80 years of age or over among

opposition MPs with known age

womenthirtyorunder_share_op: Share of opposition MPs who are women aged

30 or under (among opposition MPs with known age and gender)

womenthirtyfiveorunder_share_op: Share of opposition MPs who are women

aged 35 or under (among opposition MPs with known age and gender)

womenfortyorunder_share_op: Share of opposition MPs who are women aged

40 or under (among opposition MPs with known age and gender)

womenseventyorover_share_op: Share of opposition MPs who are women aged

70 or over (among opposition MPs with known age and gender)

womenseventyfiveorover_share_op: Share of opposition MPs who are women

aged 75 or over (among opposition MPs with known age and gender)

num_parties: Number of parties identified

seatchange_abs: Change in the number of seats in the legislature in absolute num-

bers compared to the previous legislative term (NA if the previous election is not

itself included in PEAR)

seatchange_rel: Change in the number of seats in the legislature relative to the

previous legislative term (NA if the previous election is not itself included in PEAR)

yrssince: Years since last election
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prev_election_year: Year of the previous legislative election, as identified from

the National Elections Database (Marx, Pons and Rollet, 2024) and/or PEAR’s own

collected terms

coverage_gap: Indicates whether the previous legislative election is itself included

in PEAR (”ok_consecutive”), is the first collected or first-ever election for that coun-

try (”first_collected_term” / ”confirmed_first_election”), is known but not yet col-

lected (”coverage_gap_detected”), or was resolved by hand (”manually_resolved”)

retentionrate_volat: Retention rate volatility as the difference between the reten-

tion rate at t and the retention rate at t-1 (NA if the previous election is not itself

included in PEAR)

adj_retention: Adjusted retention rate as number of incumbents at t divided by

the number of seats in the legislature at t-1 (NA if the previous election is not itself

included in PEAR)

adj_retention_rp: Adjusted retention rate among ruling party MPs (NA if the

previous election is not itself included in PEAR)

adj_retention_rs: Adjusted retention rate among regime-supporting MPs (NA if

the previous election is not itself included in PEAR)

adj_retention_op: Adjusted retention rate among opposition MPs (NA if the

previous election is not itself included in PEAR)
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F Codebook - Individual-Level Data

country: Full name of the country

cowcode: Correlates of War Country Code

iso: ISO 3166-1 A-3 country codes

vdemid: Varieties of Democracy Identifier for the country

legislature_start: Year in which the lower house/unicameral elections took place

legislature_end: Final year of the legislative term

leg_nr: Chronological number of legislative term in the country under authoritarian

rule since 1945

name: Name of the member of parliament in local language

name_english: Name of the member of parliament romanized into English

no: Number of the member of parliament

party: Party affiliation of the member of parliament, party name short title

party_english: Party affiliation of the member of parliament, party name full title

in English

partyfacts_id: PartyFacts ID number of party

coalition: Coalition affiliation of the member of parliament, if party affiliation un-

known

gender: Gender of the member of parliament, 0 = male, 1 = female

yob: Year of birth of the member of parliament

age: Age of the member of parliament, calculated by subtracting the year of birth

from the starting year of the legislative term

incumbent: 1 = member of parliament was also a member in the preceding legislative

term; 0 = member of parliament was not a member in the preceding legislative term
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regimesupport: 1 = member of parliament belongs to a party that is supportive of

the authoritarian regime; 0 = member of parliament does not belong to a party that

is supportive of the authoritarian regime

rulingparty: 1 = member of parliament belongs to the ruling party; 0 = member of

parliament does not belong to the ruling party

opposition: 1 = member of parliament belongs to an oppositon party; 0 = member

of parliament does not belong to an opposition party

constituency: If applicable, the name of the constituency that the member of par-

liament represents

selection: Includes notes on whether member of parliament was elected, appointed,

or gained their position through another mechanism
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G Full Results of Analyses

Table A4: Personalist Regimes and Legislative Retention of Regime Supporters

(1) (2)
Personalist Regime -5.038 -7.665*

(4.015) (3.546)
Military Regime -13.130+ -16.832*

(7.114) (8.192)
Monarchy -8.472 -16.411**

(6.447) (5.246)
GDP pc (Log) 3.985*

(1.892)
Seats -0.008***

(0.002)
Seat Change % -0.135+

(0.073)
Regional Government -7.058+

(3.845)
Bicameral -1.474

(3.513)
Years Since Prev. Election -2.144*

(0.869)
Level of Democracy -3.159

(12.529)
Num.Obs. 364 318
R2 0.025 0.138
Random Effects Yes Yes

Notes: + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Ro-
bust standard errors in parentheses. The unit of analysis here
is the (s)election-year. Authoritarian regimes as identified by
Chin et al. (2021). The dependent variable is the legislative
retention rate of regime-supporting MPs (0–100%).
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Table A5: Personalist Regimes and Legislative Retention of Regime Supporters with
Added Controls

(1) (2)
Personalist Regime -5.038 -7.406

(4.015) (5.471)
Military Regime -13.130+ -22.806

(7.114) (16.909)
Monarchy -8.472 -20.846*

(6.447) (8.868)
GDP pc (Log) 1.460

(2.629)
Seats 0.005

(0.016)
Seat Change % -0.259*

(0.105)
Regional Government -4.909

(7.523)
Bicameral 4.117

(4.422)
Years Since Prev. Election -1.835

(1.637)
Level of Democracy 30.056

(23.163)
Candidate Selection -3.284

(2.246)
Multiparty Elections -1.434

(1.510)
District Magnitude 0.008

(0.011)
Num.Obs. 364 159
R2 0.025 0.224
Random Effects Yes Yes

Notes: + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
Robust standard errors in parentheses. The unit of anal-
ysis here is the (s)election-year. Authoritarian regimes as
identified by Chin et al. (2021). The dependent variable is
the legislative retention rate of regime-supporting MPs (0–
100%).

29



Table A6: Personalist Regimes and Legislative Retention of Ruling-Party MPs

(1) (2)
Personalist Regime -7.657+ -6.540

(3.952) (4.721)
Military Regime -14.930* -18.903*

(5.945) (9.522)
Monarchy -43.878* -29.549

(20.413) (149.586)
GDP pc (Log) 5.162*

(2.380)
Seats -0.003

(0.016)
Seat Change % -0.160+

(0.097)
Regional Government -4.650

(4.543)
Bicameral -1.126

(4.798)
Years Since Prev. Election -1.848+

(1.098)
Level of Democracy 2.739

(15.812)
Num.Obs. 256 216
R2 0.013 0.098
Random Effects Yes Yes

Notes: + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p <
0.001. Robust (HC3) standard errors in parentheses, except
in Model 1, where HC3 is not computable and conventional
standard errors are reported. The unit of analysis here is
the (s)election-year. Authoritarian regimes as identified by
Chin et al. (2021). The dependent variable is the legislative
retention rate of ruling-party MPs (0–100%).

30



Table A7: Personalist Regimes and Legislative Retention of Ruling-Party MPs with
Added Controls

(1) (2)
Personalist Regime -7.657+ -7.743

(3.952) (5.062)
Military Regime -14.930* -22.374

(5.945) (16.784)
Monarchy -43.878* -43.319***

(20.413) (12.428)
GDP pc (Log) 2.073

(3.410)
Seats 0.008

(0.026)
Seat Change % -0.173

(0.206)
Regional Government 2.444

(7.941)
Bicameral -1.128

(6.313)
Years Since Prev. Election -2.165

(1.777)
Level of Democracy 33.410

(28.199)
Candidate Selection -2.600

(2.393)
Multiparty Elections -2.583

(1.835)
District Magnitude 0.007

(0.018)
Num.Obs. 256 126
R2 0.013 0.154
Random Effects Yes Yes

Notes: + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Ro-
bust (HC3) standard errors in parentheses, except in Model 1,
where HC3 is not computable and conventional standard errors
are reported. The unit of analysis here is the (s)election-year.
Authoritarian regimes as identified by Chin et al. (2021). The
dependent variable is the legislative retention rate of ruling-
party MPs (0–100%).
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Table A8: Latent Personalism (Geddes et al., 2018) and Retention Rates among
Ruling-Party MPs

(1) (2)
Personalism -16.415* -15.378+

(8.107) (8.317)
GDP pc (Log) 6.343*

(2.606)
Seats -0.002

(0.021)
Seat Change % -0.164+

(0.094)
Regional Government -9.912+

(5.821)
Bicameral -2.527

(5.103)
Years Since Prev. Election -1.243

(1.304)
Level of Democracy -0.297

(20.293)
Num.Obs. 203 177
R2 0.006 0.087
Random Effects

Notes: + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
Robust standard errors in parentheses. The unit of analysis
here is the (s)election-year. Authoritarian regimes as identi-
fied by Geddes et al. (2018). The dependent variable is the
legislative retention rate of ruling-party MPs (0–100%).
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Table A9: Latent Personalism (Geddes et al., 2018) and Retention Rates among
Ruling-Party MPs with Added Controls

(1) (2)
Personalism -16.415* -17.025

(8.107) (21.845)
GDP pc (Log) 6.550

(5.087)
Seats 0.026

(0.051)
Seat Change % -0.189

(0.300)
Regional Government -5.895

(13.680)
Bicameral -1.096

(9.218)
Years Since Prev. Election -2.853

(2.318)
Level of Democracy 37.233

(31.974)
Candidate Selection 0.827

(1.949)
Multiparty Elections -5.578+

(2.959)
District Magnitude -0.031

(0.042)
Num.Obs. 203 87
R2 0.006 0.171
Random Effects

Notes: + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
Robust standard errors in parentheses. The unit of analysis
here is the (s)election-year. Authoritarian regimes as iden-
tified by Geddes et al. (2018). The dependent variable is
the legislative retention rate of ruling-party MPs (0–100%).
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