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This memo provides additional information about the countries, election surveys, and parties we analyze in our book; the construction of some of our key independent variables; and additional analyses described in the book. The memo is divided into the following sections: 

1. Appendix 2.1 presents a list of parties included in our analyses.

2. Appendices 3.1 and 3.2 describe the construction of our measures of elite polarization on the cultural and economic dimensions, which are based on codings from the Comparative Manifesto Project.

3. Appendix 3.3 presents the results of analyses in which we exclude Greece, Spain and Portugal.

4. Appendix 3.4 presents the results of analyses in which we operationalize electoral systems using Lijphart’s Executive Dimension scores instead of district magnitude.



Appendix 2.1: List of Parties

	Britain (1997, 2001, 2005, 2015)  
	
	Ireland (2002, 2007, 2011, 2016)

	LAB Labour Party
	
	SF Sinn Fein

	LibDem Liberal Democrats
	
	FG Fine Gael 

	CON Conservative Party
	
	GP Green Party

	PC Plaid Cymru
	
	LP Labour Party

	SNP Scottish National Party
	
	FF Fianna Fail

	UKIP United Kingdom Independence Party*
	
	

	GP Green Party
	
	Netherlands (1998, 2002, 2006, 2010)

	
	
	CDA Christian Democratic Appeal

	Denmark (1998, 2001, 2007)
	
	SGP Political Reformed Party

	CD Centre Democrats
	
	D66 Democrats 66

	KF Conservatives People’s Party
	
	GL Green Left

	SD Social Democratic Party
	
	PvdA Labour Party

	SF Socialist People’s Party
	
	SP Socialist Party

	V Liberal Party
	
	VVD People’s Party for Freedom & Dem

	EL Red-Green Unity List
	
	CU Christian Union

	RV Danish People’s Party*
	
	LPF List Pim Fortuyn*

	KrF Christian People’s Party
	
	PVV Party of Freedom*

	
	
	

	Finland (2003, 2007, 2011)
	
	Spain (1996, 2000, 2004, 2008)

	KD Christian Democratic Party
	
	PP People’s Party

	KESK Centre Party
	
	IU United Left

	KOK National Coalition Party
	
	PSOE Socialist Workers’ Party

	RKP/SFP Swedish People’s Party
	
	CiU Convergence and Union

	SSDP Social Democratic Party
	
	PNV/EAJ Basque Nationalist Party

	VAS Left Alliance
	
	ERC Republican Left of Catalonia

	VIHR Green League
	
	EA Basque Solidarity

	PS True Finns*
	
	CDS Centre Democrats

	
	
	CC Canarian Coalition 

	Germany (1998, 2002, 2005, 2009, 2013, 2017)
	
	

	CDU Christian Democrats
	
	Portugal (2002, 2005, 2009, 2015)

	FDP Free Democratic Party
	
	CDS-PP Dem. & Soc Centre+People’s Party

	GRUNEN Green Party
	
	PSP Socialist Party

	PDS/LINKE Party of Dem Socialism
	
	PSD Social Democratic Party

	SPD Social Democratic Party
	
	BE Left Bloc

	AfD Alternative for Germany*
	
	

	
	
	Sweden (1998, 2002, 2006, 2010, 2014)

	France (2002, 2007, 2012)
	
	V Left Party

	EELV Green Party
	
	SAP Social Democrats

	UDF Union for French Democracy
	
	FP People’s Party

	PS Socialist Party
	
	MP Green Party

	FN National Front*
	
	M Moderate Party

	RPR Rally for the Republic
	
	SD Sweden Democrats*

	MoDem Movement for Democracy
	
	KD Christian Democarts

	UMP Union for a Popular Movement 
	
	C Centre Party

	PG Left Party
	
	

	FDP Liberal Democrats
	
	Norway (1997, 2001, 2005, 2009, 2013)

	GP Green Party
	
	SV Left Socialists

	SP Social Democrats
	
	DNA Labour Party

	
	
	V Liberal Party

	Canada (1997, 2004, 2008, 2011, 2015)
	
	KrF Christian People’s Party

	BQ Bloc Quebecois
	
	H Conservative Party

	CP Conservative Party
	
	SP Centre Party

	LP Liberal Party
	
	Red Electoral Alliance

	PC Progressive Conservatives
	
	FrP Progress Party*

	ND New Democratic Party
	
	

	GP Green Party
	
	New Zealand (1996, 2002, 2008, 2011, 2014)

	
	
	ACT New Zealand

	Australia (1996, 2004, 2007, 2013)
	
	GP Green Party

	ALP Australian Labor Party
	
	LP Labour Party

	AG Australian Greens
	
	MP Maori Party

	LPA Liberal Party of Australia
	
	NP National Party

	NPA National Party of Australia
	
	NP National Party

	AD Australian Democrats
	
	NZFP New Zealand First Party

	PP Palmer Party
	
	UFNZ United Future New Zealand

	
	
	

	United States (1996, 2004, 2008, 2012,  2016)
	
	Iceland (1999, 2003, 2007, 2009, 2013)

	Democratic Party
	
	VGB Left Green Movement

	Republican Party
	
	FF Liberal party

	
	
	Sj Independence Party

	Austria (2008, 2013, 2017)
	
	F Progressive Party

	GA Green Alternative
	
	P Pirate Party

	SPO Austrian Social Democratic Party
	
	So United Socialist Party

	OVP Austrian People’s Party
	
	

	KPO Communist Party of Austria
	
	Israel (1996, 2003, 2006, 2013)

	VdU League of Independents
	
	HaAvoda Labour Party

	FPO Austrian Freedom Party*
	
	MERETZ Mapam-Ratz

	BZO Alliance for the Future of Austria*
	
	Shinui Change

	NEOS New Austria and Liberal Forum 
	
	MAFDAL National Religious Party

	TS Team Stronach for Austria
	
	SHAS Sephardi Torah Guardians

	
	
	Likud Union

	Greece (2009, 2012, 2015)
	
	National Union

	KKE Communist Party of Greece
	
	The Jewish Home*

	SYRIZA Coalition of the Radical Left
	
	

	PASOK Panhellenic Socialist Movement
	
	Switzerland(1999,2003,2007,2011)

	ND New Democracy
	
	CVP Christian Democrats

	ANEL Independent Greeks*
	
	FDP Liberal Democrats

	LS-XA Golden Dawn*
	
	GP Green Party

	
	
	SP Social Democrats

	
	
	SVP Swiss People’s Party*

	
	
	EVP Evangelical People’s Party

	
	
	GLP Green Liberal Party

	
	
	LT Ticino League


		
Notes.  The table lists the countries, parties, and election years that were included in our empirical analyses of partisans’ out-party evaluations that we report in the main text of the paper.  The parties marked with an asterisk are those that were classified as members of the radical right party family, according to the Comparative Manifesto Project classification system. In Germany, the CDU and CSU share a platform and are treated as a single party in the Manifesto Project data although the CSU is generally understood to be much further to the right on social issues. Because of this, we excluded the CSU from our analysis, but results are robust to their inclusion




Appendix 3.1: CMP coding procedures

To measure party elite policy distances on the economic and cultural dimensions, i.e., the [elite economic polarization i, j (t)] and [elite cultural polarization i, j (t)] variables described in the main text of the paper, we followed the coding scheme from the Comparative Manifesto Project website, available at https://manifesto-project.wzb.eu/information/documents/visualizations. Full information about the coding schemes and details about each individual component of the measures can be found at www.manifesto-project.wzb.eu. 

Each party’s position on the economic dimension was constructed from the following formula: 

(per 401 + per 402 + per 407 + per 414 + per505) – (per 403 + per404 + per405 + per406 + per
409 + per 412 + per 413 + per 415 + per 416 + per 504)

Where each component has the following substantive interpretation: 

Per 401: Free Market Economy
Per 402: Incentives: Positive
Per 403: Market Regulation
Per 404: Economic Planning
Per 405: Corporatism/Mixed Economy
Per 406: Protectionism: Positive
Per 407: Protectionism: Negative
Per 409: Keynesian Demand Management
Per 412: Controlled economy
Per 413: Nationalization
Per 414: Economic Orthodoxy
Per 415: Marxist Analysis
Per 416: Anti-Growth Economy: Positive
Per 504: Welfare State Expansion
Per 505: Welfare State Limitation

Each party’s position on the cultural dimension was constructed from the following formula:

(per 104 + per 109 + per 601 + per 605 + per 608) – (per 105 + per 106 + per 107 + per 501 + per 503 + per602 + per604 + per 607 + per 705) 

Where each component has the following substantive interpretation:

Per 104: Military: Positive
Per 105: Military: Negative
Per 106: Peace
Per 107: Internationalism: Positive
Per 109: Internationalism: Negative
Per 501: Environmental Protection
Per 503: Equality: Positive
Per 601: National Way of Life Positive
Per 602: National Way of Life: Negative 
Per 603: Traditional Morality: Positive
Per 604: Traditional Morality: Negative
Per 605: Law and Order Positive
Per 607: Multiculturalism: Positive
Per 608: Multiculturalism: Negative
Per 705: Underprivileged Minority Groups



Appendix 3.2: Formula for CMP country level scores

Our measure of country level ideological polarization follows the same basic logic as our measure of country level affective polarization. We take the absolute difference between the ideological position of a pair of parties on a given dimension (left-right, economic, cultural). We then weight that difference by the vote share of both parties. We repeat this procedure for all party pairs, and then sum each of these products. This formula can be concisely displayed as follows:
[image: ]

Intuitively, we can interpret our measure as representing the expected ideological distance between the parties supported by two partisans drawn randomly from the population, excluding non-partisans.



Appendix 3.3: Analyses excluding Greece, Spain and Portugal

Because Greece, Spain and Portugal are outliers in their rapid increases in unemployment following the onset of the financial crisis, we run models excluding these cases to make sure these data points are not driving the results for unemployment. 

Table 6. Analyses of Affective Polarization (N=72)
	INDEPENDENT VARS
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	Elite left-right ideological polarization
	0.169**
(0.055)

	0.097
(0.064)

	
	

	Elite economic ideological polarization
	
	
	0.070
(0.060)

	0.001
(0.066)


	Elite cultural ideological polarization
	
	
	0.130
(0.055)

	0.176∗∗∗
(0.063)


	Income inequality

	0.040∗∗
(0.017)

	
	0.040∗∗
(0.020)

	

	Unemployment level
	0.052∗∗
(0.024)

	0.052∗∗∗
(0.017)

	0.051∗
(0.026)

	0.058∗∗
(0.022)


	Logged District Magnitude
	−0.056
(0.037)

	
	−0.062
(0.041)

	

	Intercept
	2.914∗∗∗
(0.569)
	4.300∗∗∗
(0.071)

	2.922∗∗∗
(0.645)

	4.361∗∗∗
(0.121)


	                                                    Country fixed effects
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes

	                                       Adjusted  R2  
	0.312
	0.606
	0.298
	0.642


* p < .1  ; ** p < .05  ;  *** p < .01
Notes. The independent variables are defined in the text. The top number in each cell is the unstandardized coefficient, the number in parentheses below is the standard error.  The OLS regression models were estimated with standard errors clustered on countries.  



Appendix 3.4: Analyses with Executive Dimensions (Lijphart 2010)

Lijphrat (2010) provides an alternative measure of the proportionality of a countries political system, based on an average of the following 5 measures:
 (1) Laakso and Taagepera’s (1979) effective number of parliamentary parties 
 (2) Gallagher’s (1991) measure of electoral disproportionality
 (3) Lihphart’s (2010) measure of cabinet types
 (4) Dodd’s (1976) measure of cabinet stability 
 (5) Siaroff’s (1999) measure of interest groups

As some readers may be curious if Lijpharts measure has the same impact as our preferred measure of electoral district magnitude, we rerun our models from table 7, but substitute the executive dimensions measure 

Analyses of In-party and Out-party Affective Evaluations
	


INDEPENDENT VARS
	

Out-party 
Dislike
	

In-party
liking

	Elite left-right ideological polarization
	0.083
(0.063)
	0.031
(0.041)

	Income inequality

	0.026∗∗
(0.012)
	-0.009
(0.014)

	Unemployment level
	0.063∗∗∗
(0.009)
	-0.013
(0.010)

	Executive Dimension Score
	−0.339∗∗∗
(0.059)
	0.220***
(0.045)

	Intercept
	5.133∗∗∗
(0.407)
	7.88∗∗∗
(0.400)

	                                                       N
	81
	81

	                                       Adjusted  R2  
	0.659
	0.226


* p < .1  ; ** p < .05  ;  *** p < .01
Notes. The independent variables are defined in the text. The top number in each cell is the unstandardized coefficient, the number in parentheses below is the standard error.  The OLS regression models were estimated with standard errors clustered on countries.  
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