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real power in decision-making. Mostly, they were the presidents, the prime ministers,
and the general secretaries over 137 countries from 1945 to 1991 including leaders who
were in office in 1991. A two-equation model, which is composed of a probit selection
equation as well as an ordered probit substantive equation, is used to estimate its
parameters. The results suggest that the model has not only explanatory but also
predictive value.

In comparison of the reduced models (i.e., social background model, career
background model, and institutional attributes model), the results reveal that the career
background model best explains political survival. However, the institutional attributes
model accounts for the strength of survival. Nonetheless, the overall goodness-of-fit
of the interaction model is better than others. And, the regional models contribute
different explanations to political survival. Finally, the descriptive analysis of personal
backgrounds shows the similarities and differences of leaders using the variables that
can not be included in the empirical models because of high percentages of missing

data.
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INTRODUCTION

Research on political leadership has drawn upon psychological, sociocultural,
historical, politicoeconomic, and philosophical concerns. Even though it has been
discussed with interrelated conceptual themes (i.e., leaders, heroes, elites, exercise of
influence, power, authority and control, legitimacy, etc.) and with a multidisciplinary
perspective, leadership has eluded any easy and simple theoretical explanations.
Assessing and measuring political leadership is very complex and difficult since almost
any propositions concerning it present a series of contradictions, tensions, and
antinomies. An enormous variety of new conceptual definitions, contending theories,
and incongruent standards of measurement appears to have complicated rather than
simplified the comparative analysis of political leadership (Edinger, 1975). Whether
the study of political leadership is productive depends on the definition of political
leadership and the models which the investigators choose to employ.

Political léadership is a timeless and universal phenomenon, and all societies at
all times have their leaders. Political leaders come in many forms, with many styles
and diverse qualities, and at different times. There are some quiet leaders and some
famous or notorious leaders one can hear about even in neighboring countries. Some
find their strength in eloquence, some in judgment, and some in courage. Leaders seem

to be good or bad, heroes or villains; but leaders seem also to be more or less
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successful, more or less effective (Blondel, 1980, p.277).

When we say ’here is an effective leader, a wise statesman, a just ruler’, or, on
the other hand, call a leader a tyrant, an opportunist, or a fraud, we make comparisons
between what we see in a leader and what we expect of one (Edinger, 1976).
Definitely, there is a need for a systematic and empirical analysis of the achievements
of leaders. For example, we can find an analysis that so far has only been in a partial
manner about some revolutionary leaders (Rajai and Phillips, 1979 & 1983).

When we evaluate the fitness of candidates for certain positions, judge the
performance of political leaders, or compare our political leaders with those who aspire
to displace them or rule other people, we usually compare and generalize the
characteristics or the issues that they hold and the situation in which they are found.
It will be worth comparing present political leaders against the leaders of bygone days,
between different countries at different time periods, and generalizing about the features
that make them successful or unsuccessful. Although psychological aspects of political
success are difficult to analyze and are just beginning to be examined systematically in
the context of individual leaders, it is possible to find the broader social backgrounds
and career profiles of political leaders, political and social environments, as well as the
characteristics of the rise or fall of leaders that have been easily documented.

In a simple and highly abstract model, a set of factors determines an outcome
in terms of winning-losing or success-failure. Questions of leader’s success and failure
are both empirically and normatively important; yet scholarly writing in that area suffers
from a lack of clear criteria (Sinclair, 1993). Political leadership of society, whether

democratic, autocratic, or monarchic, at least initially derives its power and authority
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from the support or acquiescence of one or more dominant segments of society. If
political success is related to the concept of ’power’, we can say ’tenure is power’.
Some political leaders are more successful than others, while some are not successful
at all. Typologizing leaders on the theoretically important dimensions of social
backgrounds, career backgrounds, personality, and environmental differences, would
permit explanation and prediction of leaders’ performance in office on the basis of their
durations of office.

Assuredly, the best leaders - perhaps the only good ones - are those who view
their task as that of a moment, although perhaps a major moment, in their country’s
history (Blondel, 1987, p.47). However, in this dissertation, the main focus is not on
whether a leader is good or bad, but on what makes him successful or unsuccessful
based on his duration in office. Although there have been several arguments for
explaining political success in different ways, political success based on a leader’s
performance might be indicated by how long the leaders stay in offices as a head of the
government.

In this study, political success is viewed as political survival. The longer
political leaders stay in their offices, the more successful they are, regardless of whether
they exit peacefully and constitutionally or forcedly and nonconstitutionally. Some
leaders with a long duration of office got out of their offices in such constitutional ways

as retirement, resignation, defeat in election, or natural death.' At the same time, some

! The examples of natural death are Enver Hoxha in Albania (41 yrs), Mao Tse-Tung in China
(27 yrs), Sekou Toure in Guinea (24 yrs), Seretse Khama in Botswana (13 yrs), Gamel Nasser in Egypt
(15 yrs), Forbes Burnham in Guyana (14 yrs), Jomo Kenyatta in Kenya (14 yrs), Jawaharlal Nehru in
India (16 yrs), Francisco Franco y Bustelo in Spain (34 yrs), Sékou Toure in Guinea (24 yrs), Chang Kai-
sek in Taiwan (25 yrs) Eric Williams in Trininad and Tobago (19 yrs), etc. And, the examples of other
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leaders who stayed in office for a long period of time were deposed by coup d’etat,

assassinated, or expelled by force.” In the latter case, can we consider them successful
leaders? How about the leaders with a short stay and a peaceful exit? Nonetheless,
considering that duration of office’ is an element of personal position and that disposal
of leader’ is an indicator of the strength of personal position, the subject of political
survival is more related to the duration of office as a general concept.

Even though it is possible to expand on several questions, this study will focus
on why some leaders stay in office longer than others. Measuring success or failure is
not easy; however, it is possible to see whether a leader stayed long enough to achieve
satisfaction as an office holder. Whether or not a leader advances his goals is a solid
initial basis for gauging degree of success or failure. In order to accomplish what he
sets out to achieve, he needs to maintain his office as long as possible. The polity is
managed for survival of the leadership rather than for equitable development of the
polity. To hold an office longer as a top executive, political stability should be
guaranteed. Even though durability is an elusive concept since relatively frequent

changes of chief executive may conceal a good deal of continuity in the parties and

peaceful exit after long duration of office are Todor Zhivkov in Bulgaria (36 yrs), Wladyslaw Gomulka
in Poland (14 yrs), Robert Menzies in Australia (16 yrs), Mathieu Kerekou in Benin (19 yrs), Ne win
in Burma (19 yrs), Konrad Adenauer in West Germany (14 yrs), Tage Erlander in Sweden (23 yrs),
Augusto Pinochet Ugarte in Chile (15 yrs), Mathieu Kerekou in Benin (19 yrs), Ahmadou Ahidjo in
Cameroon (22 yrs), Yumjagiyn Tsedenbal in Mogolia (32 yrs), Anker Jorgensen in Denmark (17 yrs),
Urho Kekkonen in Finland (16 yrs), Walter Ulbricht (21 yrs) and Erich Honecker (18 yrs) in East
Germany, etc.

2 The examples of forceful exit are Janos Kadar in Hungary (33 yrs), Ahmed Sukamo in
Indonesia (16 yrs), Norodom Sihanouk in Kampuchea (16 yrs), Moktar Ould Daddah in Mauritania (17
yrs), Alfredo Stroessner in Paraguay (35 yrs), Femninad Marcos in Philippines (20 yrs), Jaaffar el-Nemery
in Sudan (16 yrs), Leabua Jonathan in Lethoso (19 yrs), Moussa Traoré in Mali (23 yrs), Nicolae
Ceausescu in Romania (26 yrs), Siyad Barreh in Somalia (22 yrs), etc. Anastasio Somoza Garcia in
Nicaragua (19 yrs), Park Junghee in South Korea (17 yrs), Ngarta Tombala in Chad (14 yrs), Anwar el-
Sadat in Egypt (11 yrs), etc. were assassinated.
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personnel in power, durability of political leaders can be an indicator of political

stability.

Even if we can not study political leadership and political leaders in a full sense
of the word, we can limit the scope to the people in certain positions and analyze them.
The sample for this dissertation will be the heads of national governments from the end
of World War II to the end of 1991. While official titles differ from country to
country, a head of government may be defined as a person who really has been or is
in power in each country. Top executives are almost always interested in maintaining
offices and the power of the purse has long been crucial in their search for security.
The security of top executives is generally proportional to the length of time they hold
office; newly elected leaders are the most insecure.

From 1945 to 1991, more than 1,000 individuals have been at the top at their
countries. Of course, many others sought but did not achieve such a post. Some stayed
in office for longer periods than others and held a position more than once. This study
will include relatively large numbers of comparable cases (997 cases) which lend
themselves not only to making qualitative statements but also to quantitative statements,
statistical analyses, and empirical generalizations. Thus, finding a good method of
classifying qualitative data for this study is very important. Modeling with the variables
that imply certain characteristics, i.e., duration data, high percentage of missing data,
and several dummies, should be done with care.

This dissertation will focus on the comparative analysis of political leadership
across countries, combining the basic themes and questions that delineate different

aspects of political success or survival. There have been a range of philosophical
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opinions on political success examined by philosophers qua philosophers, over time, and
in the West vs. the East. Philosophers mainly deal with depicting the nature of an ideal
leader. Some philosophers focus on the nature of human beings from which the
concept of political leadership derived. These fundamental philosophical perspectives
on the idea of political leadership would provide the requisite attributes that an ideal
leader should have.

However, I will review more recent literature on political leadership success
based on more theoretical or empirical speculation. It will explicate the images that we
really see in a leader. Most of the prevailing studies of political leadership are analyzed
in a descriptive way. Through descriptive analyses, it is possible to identify several
important factors that make leaders different or similar by comparison. Basically,
examining those factors - such as social background, career background, personality and
skills, and contexts - will allow us to do predictive and causal analyses on political
success or survival.

The main purpose of this study, however, is to determine whether the subject of
political leadership survival as indicated by political success can be studied in empirical
and comparative 'ways. Furthermore, introducing a quantitative method with qualitative
data will test how personal qualities, that is, individual differences on social and career
backgrounds, and institutional differences are related to political success or survival.

Thus, this study will put emphases on models that will test: (1) What are
important factors that determine political success?; (2) Do social background factors
influence political success?; (3) Does political success depend on career background

variables?; (4) Do situational or institutional factors have effects on political success?;
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(5) What subset of factors among the above can best explain political success?; (6) If

a leader is successful, what makes him or her more successful or less successful than
others?; (7) Do qualities of political leaders change across the different regions or with
the systematic differences in politics?; and, (8) Can we expect some individuals with

some qualities would be successful political leaders in the future?



CHAPTER 1

Review of the Literature on Political Leadership

In this part, I will review more recently-explored literature that focuses on
theoretical or empirical aspects of political leadership instead of any specific deep
philosophical reviews. Although the principles of proper political leadership are based
on generalized assumptions about the nature of man, society, sovereignty, and authority
emphasized by several political philosophers, those normative views focus on a question
of 'who should govern’. In order to look at ’who in fact did rule’, it is more
appropriate to focus on empirical views that discern those characteristics of politicians

that would suggest explanations and predictions of their effectiveness or success.

Classical Views on Political Leadership

Political philosophers used to be interested in ethics: What makes good
leadership - for the led as well as for the leader himself? They outlined what some
would label an ideal of leadership, although it is presented as a model to be emulated
by ordinary people functioning in the routine circumstances of daily life. Western
philosophers have never been silent on the question of leadership. From Plato’s
philosopher-king to Machiavelli’s prince, from Hobbes’ sovereignty to Nietzsche’s
Ubermensch, philosophy has said its piece on the nature of the ideal leader (Grob, 1984,
p.263).

Especially, in *The Prince’ and ’The Discourses’, Machiavelli devotes the core

of his analysis to the study of the way in which rulers should behave. His analysis is



9

~ devoted to the elaboration of technical and tactical moves designed to ensure the
success of rulers and their maintenance or expansion in office. The substantial purpose
of leadership is subordinated to the problems of the stability of ruler in office since, to
be certain, stability is an overriding goal in politics.

Montesquieu had more interest in government that is sensitive to sociological
and ecological differences of every country. Those ecological conditioning factors
provided certain settings that condition political systems to be constituted properly. To
him, whether it is a natural property of small states to be governed as republics, of
middle ones to be governed by monarchs, or of large empires to be ruled by despots,
it follows that in order to preserve the principles of any established government it is
necessary to maintain the existing size of the state; and that the nature of the state will
change to the extent that the state constructs or extends its limits (Corrinthers, 1977).
Also, Saint-Simon emphasizes the men who are most fitted to manage the affairs of the
nation and possess the most eminent, varied, and most positively useful ability for
managing national interests and maintaining public order.

Later, Max Weber contributed many things to the study of political leadership,
introducing three types of legitimate rule or authority. He tended to regard
nonlegitimate ’power authorities’ as unstable and short-lived. He was not much
concerned with the specific ways in which leaders achieve power, how long they are
in office or how they exit. Only to the extent that duration and exit mode may affect
the legitimacy of the whole system are these problems examined especially in the
context of charismatic authority.

Eastern philosophers also have been interested in political leadership. Not only
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the Confucian philosophers such as Confucius and Mencius but also the Taoist, Lao

Tze, proclaimed that government officials should be responsible for establishing virtue
throughout the realism. Confucianism urges rule through the ’power of virtue’ and
moral suasion, whereas the Taoist image of leadership indicates nonleadership such that
’the greatest conqueror wins without joining issue’ (Lao Tze, 1961). The idea of
’superior-man’ is based on the harmony of a perfect individual and a well-ordered
society to bring peace to the people.

While the Confucian tradition of rule has been regarded as the rule by men, not
by law, the legalist image of leadership by the manipulation of rewards and
punishments was introduced by Han Fei Tzu. Recently, Mao’s political moralism
(pragmatism) was rooted in ancient Chinese tradition and he, in fact, was not the first
political thinker to view the moral reform of citizens as the province of political
leadership. On the basis of his virtuocratic and meritocratic values, ‘the military arts
were not highly valued. Soldiers often stepped in to impose their will on a disorderly
or corrupt political scene, but no cult of the warrior ever emerged to supplant the

civilian values of Confucianism.

Empirical Views on Political Leadership

Modern developments - to the detriment of ethical and philosophical
considerations - such as various theories, research methods, and psychological
implications have had the effect of emphasizing the quasi-scientific aspect of political
leadership (Hodgkinson, 1983). The focus of interests in political leadership has been

shifted from theory to research. Over the past decades, political leadership or political
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elites have been considered as an important issue in the area of political science. As
Plato’s The Republic or Gorgias, Machiavelli’s The Prince, and even Confucius’ The
Analects mainly deal with what is an ideal leadership, these recorded classics could
provide some theoretical explanations.

However, we need some empirical research on action-relevant understanding,
theoretical elaboratién, comparison, experimentation and prediction. Even though we
can set up an image of ideal political leadership, it is impossible to have those ideal
leaders. We just select somebody as a likely potential winner, or preferable to others
as our leaders. Nonetheless, it is not certain that leaders with ideal qualities would
survive long in a very changing situation.

Research on how political figures are perceived by the public has proceeded in
several aspects; citizens judge leaders, such as presidents and prime ministers, by the
party they represent or with which they are affiliated (Campbell, et al., 1960). The
public conceptions of political leaders are associated with such diverse elements as
leaders announcing positions or policies they promote or oppose (Weisberg and Rusk,
1970; Markus and Converse, 1979) or the consequences of such policies (Hibbs, et al.,
1982). Also, some researchers put emphases on personal qualities such as honesty,
intelligence, and integrity; or competence of the leaders such as past political experience
as important characters in leader and candidate experience.

More recent leadership theory tends to be regarded as a subdivision of
psychology or sociology rather than of philosophy. Burns (1979) summarized such a

trend as follows:
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Historians and biographers focus on the unique person with more or less
idiosyncratic qualities and traits confronting particular sets of problems
and situations over time. In a meanwhile, psychologists scrutinize
generic factors, early intrafamily relationships widening arcs of personal
interaction, changing constellations of attitudes and motivations, whereas
sociologist view the developing personality as it moves through a series
of social contexts - family, school, neighborhood, workplace. Political
Scientists emphasize the social and political institutions impinging on
developing leaders, changes in political leaders as they learn from their
experience, the eventual impact of leadership on policy and on history

(p-26).

The sequence of explanatory research, for instance, has been from maxims or
rules of thumb through trait theory, to factor analytic trait theory (yielding the classical
two dimensions of task orientation and person orientation), to situational qualifications,
to interactive considerations (task plus leader, followers plus interactions), to the
latter-day refined maxims of path-goal analysis, and to the current complexities of
dynamic models (Rustow, 1967; Hodgkinson, 1983). Also, political scientists have
proceeded far beyond Lasswell’s generalizations and typologies in exploring the
psychological dimensions of their subject (Rustow, 1966, p.687). A number of
biographies combined political and psychological analysis with careful attention to the
canons of historical evidence (Neustadt, 1960; Edinger, 1965).

Even though specific studies of political success have not been done by many
scholars, there has been quite a few works closely related to this theme. If a complete
answer to the question about what makes successful leadership is beyond the scope of
most studies, a partial response may nevertheless be assayed. They are basically
divided into two broad categories that focus on individual political leadefs and

institutional processes and outcomes. The first category is primarily based on individual
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qualities such as social backgrounds and career backgrounds. The second deals with
the analyses of the performance of political leaders in the aspect of political stability

and political development.

A. Great-Man Theory

For a modern analysis of individual leaders, a parent of our modern approach
to political leadership is the great-man theory discussed by Thomas Carlyle (1775-
1881). According to him, the history of the world is the Biography of Great Men. As
German historians saw in the human past the ever-changing manifestations of timeless
national genius, Carlyle’s hero worship was influenced by them. As one of the
conservative theorists, Carlyle (1966) viewed democracy as the everlasting privilege of
the foolish to be governed by the wise and to be guided in the right path by those who
know better than they do.

His great-man resembles Plato’s philosopher-king in some respects as the belief
that political rule should be exercised by the man of exceptional wisdom and ability.
However, a heroic leader is an indispensable agent of historical evolution and progress;
his distinctive quality is the capacity for bold and audacious action based upon an
initiative, rather than a philosophical grasp of historical reality. Meanwhile, his idea
is close to the spirit and tradition of Machiavelli in the sense that the hero must be
immersed in the equivocation and compromise of actual life. Consequently, he provides
a needed emphasis on the role and importance of superior individuals in politics. He
says sincerity - a deep, great, and genuine sincerity - is the first characteristic of all men

in any way heroic.
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Most philosophical reviews on political leadership have focused on the theme

similar to the great-man theory. However, the ’great-man theory’ can not be easily
proved in an empirical way. As an example, if Socrates’ maxim "know thyself" is
fundamental to leadership, the most important characteristic of leaders is that they must
understand themselves before they can work on others. It seems to be a test for
self-realization in leaders themselves. Whereas the ’great-man theory’ asserts that
leaders are born and not made, most empirical studies emphasize that leadership is
almost accidental, or at least that most leaders emerge from circumstances which
normally do not create them. The construction of leadership would span time, cultures,
and circumstances.

’Great men’ do make history, and the cause of real intended social change can
be tracked back to the purposes and decisions of the most visible actors on the political
stage. Carlyle’s heroes, Nietzsche’s great blond beast, Hegel’s evoker and carrier of
the spirit of the times’, and Sidney Hook’s event-making man* are the good examples
for this theory. Basically, leadership is viewed typically in terms of the great man who
shapes for a long period the destinies of mankind.

The great-man theory has influenced some scholars (Morgenthau and Hein,

1983) in the field of political leadership. The question, ’what is greatness in any man

3 Hegel (1952, p.295) asserted: " The great man of the age is one who can put into words the
will of his age, and tell its age what its will is, and accomplish it. What he does is the heart and essence
of his age; he actualizes his age."

4 Hook (1986)’s theory on political leadership is similar to Carlyle’s great-man theory.
However, Hook named it ’the event-making man’ in history. ’'The event-making man’ is an eventful man
whose actions are consequences of outstanding capacities of intelligence, will, and character rather than
of accidents of position. In a meanwhile, the eventful man in history is any man whose actions
influenced subsequent developments along a quite different course than would have been followed if
these actions had not been taken.
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and more particularly what is greatness in a statesman?’ is one of their inquiries. The
great man is the one who at least approaches perfection in certain qualities of mind,
character, and action that illuminate the very nature of man. Those who become leaders
do so by virtue of their possession in superior degree of certain personal traits - such
as stamina, decisiveness, composure - which make it their fate to reach positions of
leadership in their organizations or societies (Tucker, 1977). According to this theory,
the characteristics of social backgrounds and attitudes might be introduced and

explained as good criteria for the great-man.

B. Social Background Theory

The major reason for focusing on the social antecedents of leaders is an implicit
assumption that if we know who they are, and were, and how they came to be leaders,
then we already have a reliable guide to what they believe and do. According to the
researchers on this theory, social origins are important, justifying their focus on arguing
that social background is a useful indicator of the characteristics of a political leader
(Crewe, 1974). Also, background data on the social and career characteristics of
political leaders provide no infallible guide to either their attitudinal patterns or policy
preferences. Biographical analysis of these characteristics can reveal much information
about the nature of the political system since hypotheses concerning the functional
relationship between the requirement of the political system and the social and career
attributes of the political leaders (Waller, 1976, p.155).

To see what kind of man becomes a political leader, it is necessary to examine

the existing theories and hypotheses concerning the social backgrounds of political
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leaders. Social background theory is based on the question: Does the political leader’s

socio-economic status and previous life experience make any difference in the type of
head of government, leadership characteristics (e.g., charisma or non-charisma), and the
type of recruitment mechanism? In turn, the following questions are generated: (1)
How can the study of social backgrounds and career patterns of political leaders
contribute to an understanding of why recruitment arrangements function as they do?;
(2) From what social positions are political leaders recruited?; (3) What are the
interrelationships between their characteristics and political change or revolution?; (4)
What are the effects of the characteristics of political leaders on the conduct of
government?

In fact, who becomes a political leader is not just decided by elections,
primaries, and voting but, rather, is also the result of a continual sifting and sorting of
the citizens who enter the quest for political power. Careful research and imaginative
theorizing about trends in the social backgrounds of political leaders may supply some
new insight into the phenomena of social and political change. In other words, changes
of the trends in their social backgrounds may be an indication of overall social,
economic, and political change.

The historians, biographers, and journalists who have gathered most of the data
on social backgrounds of political leaders have overlooked the universal for the unique,
the general for the specific. However, what is needed to obtain a new understanding
of political leaders is an approach that emphasizes the similarities rather than the
differences between them. As Rustow (1967, p.684) mentioned, political writers sought

to catalogue in their *mirrors for princes’ the virtues of the ideal ruler and the principles
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that must guide his conduct. These ideas are less normative and more empirical than
those of earlier theorists and are, in turn, the basis for more recent research in this
general tradition.

Even though some researchers reject social background analyses, others (Rustow,
1966; Edinger and Searing, 1967; Farrell, 1970; Beck et al., 1973; Camp, 1979, 1980)
are interested in a social background approach. Despite the masses of accumulated data
and radical changes in the way in which data are collected and presented, one finds
rather few general relationships between social facts and political behavior emerging
from these studies.

Rustow (1966) agreed that the study of the ruler’s social background is only a
supplement, not a sﬁbstitute, for the study of their performance in office - and of the
effect of that performance on the recruitment of future rulers. Beck et al. (1973) and
Farrell (1970) examined personal backgrounds and educational or career characteristics
of the individual leaders in communist countries. Especially, Lane (1988), recently,
analyzed the ’circular flow of power’ in USSR based on social backgrounds. Camp
(1979) tried to compare women political leaders with male political leaders using

similar background data on recruitment and career patterns.

C. Trait and Personality Theory

Over the years, a group of social psychologists has tried to ascertain by
experimental methods what are the individual traits of character associated with
leadership (Truman, 1951; Gibbs, 1954; Erickson, 1958; Verba, 1961). Harold Lasswell

was the first political scientist to introduce psychological explanations to political
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science. He attempted to show that there are natural leaders especially equipped by
personality or skill to perform important political roles. Political leaders are
characterized by the possession of special personalities and skills, and an individual
becomes a political leader at least in part because of certain personal qualities or traits.
The same skills and traits are required to be a leader in all situations and circumstances.
Burns (1977) backs up Lasswell’s view explaining political leadership with more
specific psychological factors, such as wants, needs, aspirations and expectations.
According to Dahl (1969), political skill is generally thought to be of critical importance
in explaining the power of different leaders. However, despite many attempts at
analysis, from Machiavelli to the present day, political skill has remained among the
more elusive aspects of power.

The trait or personality theory asserts that a prominent political figure is
analyzed in order to discover the significance of his main political role in the context
of his whole personality system (Lasswell, 1965, Barber, 1965; George, 1968;
Greenstein, 1985). Erickson (1964) claims that the success of leaders depends on a
match between their own personal characteristics and historically conditioned
characteristics of their political followers. In a word, for this study, there are several
personality and skills factors that may account for the personal greatness of political
leaders.

Foti et al. (1982) assert that different leadership labels imply different
characteristics. = Mainly based on perceptional theory (i.e.,, social information
processing), prototypical ratings generated through several items explain whi;:h of a

series of trait and behavioral descriptions of national political leaders would covary with
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their effectiveness. Suedfeld and Rank (1976) showed that the political fate of

revolutionary leaders, that is, success or failure, was decided by the skill in adapting to
the information-processing demands of the environment. For an example, long-term
success for a leader would be associated with low conceptual complexity (single-
minded) during the revolutionary phase, followed by a change to high complexity
(graduated, flexible, and integrated) during the poststruggle phrase.

Leadership is a traitlike quality possessed by certain individuals, arguing instead
that leadership is an attribution made by perceivers that explains outcomes or
characteristics associated with actors (Merriam, 1967; Calder, 1977, Lord & Rush,
1980; Pfeffer, 1977; Foti, Fraser and Lord, 1982). Some have advanced and developed
the concept of a particular political personality or character type in pursuit of power
over other values (Lasswell, 1948; Lane, 1961; Seligman, 1950). Political leadership
focuses on what Easton (1953) has called the authoritative allocation of values in a
community and involves both the attempt to exercise and the actual exercise of power
to make policy-choices between alternative courses of action affecting this allocation
of values.

Especially in case of the revolutionaries, most researchers emphasize
psychological explanations. Lasswell’s paradigm for power-seeking explains a
contemporary mechanism for feelings of inadequacy and low self-esteem, a private need
that is located on public objects and rationalized in terms of the public interest. Burns
(1979) focuses on the analysis of the interrelationships of persons on the basis only of
power. Based on this theory, most research deals with political styles according to

which the leaders are categorized.
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Although both the Freudian perspectives, which emphasize a leader as a father

figure, and the idea of the leader as a person who voices the ideological concerns of his
followers, are persuasive, there is relatively little social psychological research that
bears on either hypothesis. Childhood development, socialization, and ego psychology
are the related areas with trait theory. ’Power seeker’ is a person who pursues power
as a means of compensation against deprivation. Once in power, every leader wants
to stay in office as long as possible, attempting recasting political institutions,
reinterpreting and expanding the functions of existing political roles or creating new
ones which fit their needs, political styles and aspirations (George, 1968).

Most people intuitively expect leaders to have some personality traits or
attributes which set them apart. However, ’trait theory’ or ’personality theory’ could
be attacked for several reasons. According to Greenstein (1986, p.36), personality
characteristics are less important than their social characteristics in influencing behavior,
and individuals with varying personal characteristics will tend to behave similarly when

placed in common situations.

D. Situation Theory

The political struggle for power follows the same rules in all parts of the world.
Human desire to get power can be assumed to be ubiquitous, but it depends on
changeable environmental conditions that individuals and groups are capable of getting
power and using political institutions for their advantage. Several researchers have
contributed possibilities to produce a variety of propositions about the ways executives’

success related to government stability and policy leanings (Ames, 1987). Most
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empirically-based studies of political development include a thesis that political stability

is associated with political development.

According to the situational approaches, leadership is highly situational and
contextual, and thus a leader is legitimated and gives direction to certain cultural values.
It applies to other topics related to political success, i.e., government stability, regime
legitimacy, modernization, or political development, cabinet durability or executive
durability (Seligman, 1956; Lipset, 1960, 1963 and 1981; Hurwitz, 1973; Schumpeter,
1975; Siedman, 1978; Powell, 1982; Dodd, 1984; Lijphart, 1984, 1992; Panebianco,
1988; Mainwaring, 1992). Powell (1982) analyzed political performance as an indicator
of political success based on threeA dimensions: citizen electoral participation,
government stability, and political order. The performance of all political systems is
evaluated by durability, civil order, legitimacy and decision efficiency (Eckstein, 1965).

The legitimation-crisis paradigm explains that crisis stems from the state’s failure
to match its capacity to respond with the level of citizen’s demand and that citizens lose
their political confidence in governmental leaders, particularly, top executives. The
greater capacity of government in the more modernized societies would enhance
executive stability and effectiveness (Almond and Powell, 1978). Variations in the
exercise of leadership are associated with such contextual factors as domestic
socioeconomic conditions, organizational structures, and cultural patterns, or with
differences between routine and crisis situations, stable and unstable national or
international conditions (Edinger, 1990).

Gurr (1974) insists that the durability (persistence and adaptability) of political

systems depends upon the nature of their structures of political authority such as
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typological traits, institutionalization, and internal coherence of authority structure.
Persistence means how long the system exists and adaptability refers to how well the
system responds to the need for changes. As a result, persistence is defined as
longevity and this durability as a simple property represents whether a polity is stable.
Since failures of the system are the fault of incumbent power holders the situation can
be greatly improved by changing the incumbent authorities. The cure for a government
and an economy that are performing poorly is a change of leadership - brought about
by the democratic process (Lipset and Schneider, 1983, p.390).

It seems relevant to consider some important situational factors which determine
whether a person is chosen for a leadership position. Considering situational factors,
several recruitment studies have discussed career patterns, opportunity structure, and
social learning (Seligman, 1964a, 1964b, 1971, 1974; Schlesinger, 1966; Prewitt, 1970;
Wriggins, 1969; Stogdill, 1974, 1981). The behavior of political leaders will vary
considerably from situation to situation. According to Fiedler (1971),

We can now see quite readily why leadership trait will not predict

leadership effectiveness. If any one can be an effective leader in some

situations and not in others, it is obvious that a single leadership trait or

a combination of traits will not enable prediction in all situations. Such

a trait or combination of traits may well predict performance in certain

situations that can be specified, and this is what the contingencies model

[that Fiedler presents] shows (p.15).

After examining and comparing the relationship between personality and situational
explanations of political behavior, between personality and role explanations of political

behavior, and between personality and cultural explanations of political behavior, he

concluded that individuals’ social characteristics rather than their personality
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characteristics determine their political behavior.

Even though Huntington (1975, p.251) praised Ayub Khan of Pakistan for
coming close "to filling the role of a Solon or Lycurgus or Great Legislator on the
Platonic or Rousseauian Model," Ayub failed to develop legitimate political institutions
and to ensure meaningful participation by the people in the political process. The
result was a mass upheaval which led to the disruption of the country - political decay.
In developing or underdeveloped states, individual leaders tend to be far more legitimate
than either existing political institutions or the institutions they may choose to fashion.
However, in an ideal sense, legitimacy should reside not only in individual leaders but
also in the political institutions of the state. It is much the case in the economically

developed states that dominate the development indicators.

E. Interaction Theory

Recently, leadership has been based on the idea of a capable person being in the
right place at the right time. It emphasizes not only individual differences but also
different situational aspects. When political leadership is defined as a pattern, it
becomes apparent that it is "both a function of social situation and a function of
personality, as well as a function of these two in interaction (Gibbs, 1947). It shows
that the qualities most valued in leaders relate to their ability to reflect the group norms
and aspirations, with an added aptitude for improving the group standards and
performances. This circularity in the relationships is particularly noticeable within
political leadership, and can be accepted as an hypothesis in exploring the nature of

leadership.
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In addition, political leadership is related to personal (iualities and circumstance
as causative factors of the phenomenon (Dion, 1968, p.4). It can be explained not only
by the conjunction of the nature of the leader (trait theory) but also by the nature of the
event, problem, or task, confronting the group (situation theory). It is interesting to
examine how the combinations of environmental factors and leader’s backgrounds affect
the perceived success of the leader.

According to this theory, a leader will emerge as the result of a good fit between
the personality of the individual actor and the characteristics of the setting (Kellerman,
1986; Ballard and Suedfeld, 1988). The social structure or situation variables determine
political opportunities, personality structure supplies the political motivation, and skills
determine the level of political success. As a consequence of the economic, political,
and technological changes, political leaders have changed from men with aristocratic,
preindustrial backgrounds to businessmen and their advisors and agents, who are
typically lawyers. Besides such personal attributes as the individual’s ability and his
educational and technical background, what environment factors influence who becomes
an effective or successful leader?

The interaction theory explains the question of *becoming political leaders’ based
on situation, skill, and psychology (Rajai and Phillips, 1988, p.107). It will answer
three interrelafed sets of questions: (1) Who are they?; (2) Why and how do they rise
to leadership positions?; and (3) In what ways are they similar and how do they differ?
Personality factors alone cannot determine who become a leader, especially since some
of the factors which determine who becomes a leader are quite outside the individual’s

control. Consequently, an explanatory factor that is psychological and a control factor
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that is sociological can be conceived as two different levels of description. One might
regard an attitude as derivative of an objective position or status, or an objective
position in society as leading to psychological processes such as attitudes.

Edinger (1964) introduced three different models for explaining political success:
rational-behavior model, group-behavior model, and actor-centered personality model.
Based on the first model, success as a leader is measured by the achievement of certain
objectively posited goals and failure by an ability to achieve them. Functionality-
dysfunctionality is perceived by the investigator in terms of the manifest end values
which may be achieved by bargaining, persuasion, or coercion.

However, the second model explains that functionality-dysfunctionality is
evaluated according to means rather than ends. The third model, meanwhile, simply
focuses on the individual’s personality need, i.e., ego satisfaction and tension reduction,
in evaluating functionality-dysfunctionality. Edinger (1964) claims that leaders’ role
performance is evaluated by role congruence. Unless role congruence is restored by
changes in the situational determinants and changes in his role performance, it is not
easy for the people to agree to his role assignments and to accept him as their leader.
A test of successful and effective political leadership would seem to be apparent
congruence of the aspiring or actual leaders’ role perception with those of his counter-
players in a relevant role-set (Edinger, 1964, p.658).

Some scholars have quantified the characteristics of successful presidents and
presidential greatness (Wendt and Light, 1976; Simonton, 1981, 1984, 1986a, 1986b,
and 1987; Nice, 1984). Dean Keith Simonton (1984) developed an interaction theory

by integrating the great-man and situational theories. According to him, the eponymic
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significance or sociocultural success of a pblitical leader is determined not only by the
impact of the situational context but also by the individual attributes such as
intelligence, morality, leadership qualities, productivity, aggressiveness, age, etc.
Nevertheless, he concludes that a key predictor of presidential greatness, duration of
time in office, may have more situational than individual causes.

However, the length of service a particular leader may depend, partly, on
personal influence and, partly, on his ability to get himself renominated and reelected.
Length of reign is associated not only with the possession of qualities of leadership but
also with a nation’s economic, political, military and even cultural well-being. Another
example of the combination of situation and personal quality factors is Cell’s (1974)
work which has been progressive in the direction of assessing the different levels of
charisma displayed by various heads of state. Stogdill (1981) is also interested in the
attributes of the leaders and situations.

Blondel (1980), more concretely, analyzed political leadership using
personalities, careers, socioeconomic backgrounds, and political styles based on the
interactional theory. He systematically dealt with every national chief executive who
held office from the end of World War II to the 1970s, although he did so to provide
a purely descriptive explanation. Especially, as the question of succession related to the
popularity of the leader in office and of the leader or leaders who might replace the
politician in power, regularity of succession related to the strength or pull of these
leaders on the population (p.102). He claims that the strength of a leader depends on
various characteristics of his own personal characters as well as the political system.

Recently, Bienen and Van De Walle’s (1991) approach to leadership longevity
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describes and explains the patterns of risks for losing power that leaders face. Their
purpose of the study is to explore the probability of a leader’s loss of power over
different intervals of time without relating leadership longevity to power enhancement.
or regime stability. Nonetheless, their models focus on individual leader traits and
country traits based on the event-history approach.

The maintenance of political leadership position rests on a system of social
exchange or transaction (Burns, 1976). The structure and dynamics of the relations
between leaders and followers are the main themes in the transaction theory. According
to Hollander (1978), when leaders are effective, they give something and get something
in return. Power and conflict always exist in the relationship between leaders and
followers. He combines the situational approach with a social exchange component that
focuses on reciprocal influence between the leader and the followers.

Philosophical concern with conflict reaches back to Hobbes and even Heraclitus,
and men who spurred revolutions in Western thought, such as Machiavelli, Hegel,
Marx, Freud, and Feuerbach. The theories of Pareto, Durkheim, Max Weber and others
contain many concepts, assumptions, and hypotheses which greatly influenced later
writers who attempted to deal with conflict in general; and George Simmel carried
theories of conflict into 20th centuries. According to Hegel, Marx, Feuerbach, conflict
produces consciousness. In other words, leaders can make followers more conscious
of aspects of their identity, such as sexual, communal, ethnic, class, national, and
ideological, etc. Leadership style is regarded as the nature of the relationship between
leaders and followers. In this sense, agents from the perspective of followers would be

moral and political culture within which they operate and social formulations from
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which they are drawn. Even though political leadership is explained as the interaction
between leaders and followers, it is not easy to examine or demonstrate this relationship

retroactively in the historical contexts with which we deal (Rajai and Phillips, 1988,

p-4).



CHAPTER 1I

Theoretical Perspectives of Political Success

The political leadership approach suffers from argument and confusion over key
terms, a relative dearth of testable hypotheses, a failure to clearly separate normative
from empirical theory and, not least, the lack of a firm data base in which the latter
could be solidly grounded (Mayser and Wagstaffe, 1987, p.1). The lack of conceptual
focus cannot be attributed to either philosophy or method, whether verbal or
quantitative, empirical or normative (Lindblom, 1968). The concepts and hypotheses
of the leadership perspective on one hand, and its methods and techniques on the other,
have been quite heavily criticized.

At a given point of time, each government has only one government; at the top
of the government is a supreme authority - whether individual or collective - a single
leader or a cabinet. Every political system must have its legitimate rulers. For
instance, formal-legal authority of individuals in key policymaking positions, that is,
presidents and prime ministers, depends on the question of the institutionalization of
effective executive authority. Individual leadership at the top is based principally on
the legitimate powers of the highest governmental positions. According to Max
Weber’s rules, some leaders gain legitimacy from legal-rational norms, some from
traditional norms, and others from charismatic norms. Authority and legitimacy imply
the recognition of a right to hold office as well as the general consent to the rules of
the political system.

Legitimacy refers to the overall level of acceptance of the regime or government

29
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throughout the polity. The legitimacy of authority in a given country has been

evaluated by the legitimacy of the rulers dependent on any particular standards of
righteousness or performance. There are neo-utilitarian theories that make regime
legitimacy dependent on the effectiveness and efficiency of government in providing
more life satisfaction for the worst part of society and, eventually, good and equal
satisfaction for everyone (Handerich, 1976).

For a leader’s authority as a top executive, his or her hold upon the follower’s
loyalty and willingness to follow, will depend in some measure upon the effectiveness
or ineffectiveness of the leadership performance from the follower’s point of view
(Tucker, 1991, pp.41-42). The effective control of political leaders requires creating
a stable political order and securing the legitimacy of political rule. It is persuasively
agreed that the great majority of any population has a strong tendency to see their head
of government as their nation, and to give legitimacy not only to the person but to the
acts of that person. The failure of political institutions to manage rapid social and
economic change is viewed as a major contributor to crisis of legitimacy and national
integration. And, if such failure happens, a leader might be vulnerable to reprimand.

Over the decades, political leadership has been explained by two different
perspectives. One is that leaders are viewed either as heroic and famous figures
(charismatic or traditional leaders). Another is that leaders are viewed as the agents
from the perspective of followers (legal-rational leaders). While the former is explained
by the traits, personality and skills theory, the latter is supported by the situational
theory. A precise assessment on the impact of leaders can be made in two crucial

respects; the popularity of leaders among the population and the attitudes of citizens to
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various issues.

However, the recent trend seems to be a combination of the two perspectives.
The qualities of political leaders, the immediate moral and political culture within which
they operate, and the social formulations from which they are drawn are all parts of the
equation. It is clear that the advantage of any particular qualities of individual leaders
or situational influence varies not only from country to country, but also from time to
time in any given country. As long as the exercise of power includes a relationship
between those who exercise it and those who are subject to it, longevity has often been
linked to stability and performance (Black, 1966; Rustow, 1967; Huntington, 1968;
Eckstein, 1971).

The stability of the state and the regime and the effectiveness of the public
authorities seem to depend on the way in which the institution of the chief executive
is organized and fitted with the other institutions of the nation. The longevity of a chief
executive is related to the legitimacy of the institution, partly because this will give
stability to the institution and partly because the efficiency of the government is also
at stake. The efficient institution of the chief executive will become more legitimate
as time passes, while one which is inefficient will lose credibility. The ’credibility’ of
leaders is an essential aspect of governmental life. However, the support of a leader
and his policies does not always include the gaining of legitimacy to the larger systems
of the state and the lack of support for a specific leader or a policy does not always
imply a lack of overall legitimacy.

No society remains unchanged throughout all time. As long as the problem of

political order or stability is compounded by the problem of legitimacy, analysis of
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political success should be focused on leadership performance. Moreover, the

comparative approach calls for a common theoretical framework by means of which the
relationship between the legitimacy aspect of leadership and the socioeconomic and
political structures of several countries may be analyzed. The interaction between the
approaches to legitimacy of the leaders and of the structures within which they led can
be studied comparatively in order to ascertain whether or not there is a relationship
between this interaction and their success or failure in maintaining legitimate authority.
The nature and interrelationships of patterns of authority, levels of modernization,
methods of citizen mobilization, and levels of industrialization, etc. should be
considered as important factors in a political leadership equation.

The concept of legitimacy is elusive and it is not easy to operationalize.
However, much literature has looked for a number of specific ingredients which could
enter into the composition of legitimacy and which could be more easily operationalized
(Rogowski, 1974, pp;26-27). Legitimacy and political integration are affected by
variations in general social and economic conditions. If a society is static and relatively
insulated from the influence of other polities, the relative strength of the regime or
government will not tend to change. Where integration is high, it will remain high.
Where groups and political system are not in harmony, conflict will remain high, as in
plural societies.

Political instability represents a crisis for a nation and its rulers. According to
Morrison and Stevenson (1971, p.348), it induces a situation in which institutionalized
authority patterns in a nation break down and political violence replaces compliance

with political authorities. Thus, political stability defined as the endurance and
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persistence of regimes over time is measured by the length of time that particular
constitutional arrangements have been in place or that modernizing leadership has been

in control.

A. The Concept of Political Survival as Political Success

In a general sense, success is explained by the idea that individual decisiveness
should be added to luck. Whereas luck is the probability of getting what you want
without trying, success is how often one gets what one wants if one tries. However,
in political leadership, much of what makes for success is out of the individual’s hands.
According to Lasswell and Lerner (1965), men seek to maximize ’valued outcomes’ by
adopting ’institutional practices’ that also affect the ’resource environment.” One of the
valued outcomes is *power’ outcome that includes a final decision as winning or losing
an election or a war. Sinclair (1993) also claims that a solid initial basis for gauging
degree of success or failure is whether or not a president advances his goals. According
to one standard, if a president accomplishes what he sets out to achieve, or if he attains
his own goals whatever they happen to be, he is a success.

What constitutes a ’successful leader,” is considered a matter of definition in
terms of the problem under investigation. He may be a man who gets things done, such
as furthering economic development or winning elections or wars; he may be a leader
who maintains the ’stability’ of a political system in terms of stress or who introduces
major innovations into political processes (Edinger, 1969, p.10). It is clearly in accord
once with the fact that successful leaders are career leaders who devote long years of

careful grooming to the political roles they eventually come to assume, whereas
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unsuccessful leaders are crisis leaders who are susceptible to the forefront without much
preparation and typically in response to situations of national emergency. According
to Fred Riggs’ (1981) argument, the political leaders who fall into the successful
category found their legitimacy on a mixture of norms congruent with the structures
within which they led.® As a result, their success is determined by the interaction of
their leadership strategies, the cultural symbols that they are able to manipulate, and the
institutional and social contexts within which they operate.

Support relates to legitimacy, and legitimacy stems from individual support.
Where positive and passive support exceeds negative reactions, the regime can be said
to be relatively legitimate; the greater the difference in favor of positive support, the
higher the amount of legitimacy. This enables the public authorities to continue in
office. The'citizens in a constitutional state are free to criticize openly the nature of
governmental decisions, to propose alternatives and to take forms of constitutionally
recognized action to change laws and policies. Therefore, respect for political office
and a disposition to obey must be the primary elements in political authority (Carter,
1979, p. 33). Support is explained by two issues: (1) Who wins and who looses in
political competition?; and (2) Why and how do politics persist or change? (Eckstein,
1979)

Succession process is one useful way of observing the legitimacy of a system.

How is political leadership transferred from one man to another and from one party to

5 His model is called as prismatic model that combined three norms from Max Weber such as
charismatic norms, traditional norms, and legal-rational norms. If a president is a head of the party as
well as a head of government, it is not a prismatic model. The criteria to evaluate the leaders successful
or not are based on the combination of three norms.
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another? The succession process is a useful checkpoint for looking at the question of
legitimacy because when power is transferred, individuals within the system are forced
to decide whether their loyalties are confined to those who have exercised authority or
to the system of government itself. For example, the executives’ inability to maintain
consistent support has directly caused regime instability and encouraged military coups.
In the case of persistent incongruence, the voters will not support the central actor, a
revolution will overthrow him, his formal subordinates will fail to execute his orders
(Edinger, 1964, p.659).

The hurt of withdrawal affects every leader, no matter what its cause and no
matter how power passes. It does not matter if a powerholder is thrown out of office,
comes to the end of a legally limited term, or leaves of his own accord; there is a
feeling of emptiness and a sense of having done something wrong. Even those who
seek power to accomplish a goal - and accomplish it - even they leave office with
regret, a fear of boredom, and a vague sense of shame. The loss of power is the
realization of how badly they had exercised it. So from a psychological aspect, the
method of losing power would make a difference.

A successful leader holds a position as a chief executive until natural death or
the end of a constitutional term, followed by voluntary retirement. If the nature of
leadership is considered as a structured pattern of authority and subordination, the
leadership is not simply a function of the leader acting by himself, but the result of an
interaction with the people. A successful leader may be an individual whose role
interpretations are accepted by the salient counter-players because he satisfies their

expectations, or he may be a person who so clearly comprehends the political context
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that he can adjust his behavior to meet the expectations of these relevant others
(Edinger, 1964, p.665).

Political legitimacy is a key to creating a viable polity capable of sustaining
national development and without it, development efforts are likely to be futile and their
achievements in administration or any other field are apt to be short-lived. The
credibility of leaders and of institutions is an essential aspect of governmental life. If
people withdraw their consent from any leader, that leader could find it difficult, almost
impossible, to continue in a leadership role. In the end, people remove and replace any
leaders from whom they have withdrawn consent. The lack of legitimacy leads to the
lack of authority on the part of the political leadership and the lack of self-compliance
on the part of subject people. Nevertheless, in reality, the polity is managed for
survival of the leadership rather than for equitable development of the polity.

In many societies, it seems that leadership and the use of power are inextricably
woven together. Many leaders can mobilize the high legal and administrative
bureaucracies of the state in massive displays of power. However, the effective use of
power requires social legitimization. In all sociocultural systems, leaders should
mobilize human, material, and symbolic resources of society toward specific social
ends. They should have abilities to maintain their regimes. Legitimacy is threatened
not so much by one who would break the rules as by one who seems to break trust in
the image of the presidents or the prime ministers as dignified, plain and clean in
character. A system which failed miserably would lack legitimacy and would,
therefore, be a prime candidate for extinction or fundamental system change. If a

nation’s political performance, legitimacy, and persistence are all threatened, poliﬁcal
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instability accrues.

Leadership success is increasingly evaluated on the basis of the fulfillment of
directives. Gupta (1990) stresses two capacities to gain legitimacy among the people:
the democratic form of government and the maintenance of economic prosperity. Even
though executive durability is defined as the government stability in democratic regimes
in most studies, especially in parliamentary government, it is possible to apply for all
different government styles including communist systems. According to Lipset (1959),
legitimacy involves the capacity of a political system to engender and maintain the
belief that the existing political institutions are the most appropriate or proper ones for
the society. Besides the promise of economic prosperity, leaders can hold on to power
through an appeal to the national ideology.

Focused on the chief executive as a target, a measure for the evaluation of a
leader’s performance should be related to government stability or to the durability of
a chief executive. The definition of stability demonstrates considerable staying power
and a capacity to endure without great or frequent changes in pattern. All countries
emphasize on economic growth and political stability, and these are main factors to
prolong the leader’s tenure. However, it is not right to say that a definition of stability
is merely longevity, even if we would agree on just how long a democracy must endure
to be considered stable. For example, the presence of short-lived governments is taken
as an evidence of poor performance in all regimes. Also, the tenure of an emergent
political leader is frequently short-lived. Political success can be explained by stability
of political government that are measured by the tenure of a chief executive. The

primary criterion for maintaining leadership position is the satisfaction of the members
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of the society.

The power motive is one of the most relevant explanatories to political behavior.
The desire for ego enhancement and for manipulating others have been suggested as
important in understanding political orientations. All leaders seek power, and, if they
get into power, they want to keep power as long as possible. Power as a head of
government is a function of the leader’s will to arouse and tap the needs and wants of
followers and his capacity to mobilize resources to meet those needs and wants, thereby
contriving to retain followers’ support and to continue in power (Burns, 1978, p.386).
The exercise of leadership depends more or less on his performance in the roles that an
individual in a high political office may play.

According to Simonton (1986), one of the indicators of presidential success or
greatness is ’years in office’, a variable that is used to predict most of the variance in
presidential success. It is actually based on eponym theory such that long-lived rulers
may provide history with eponyms, that is, with convenient names for the epochs of
history. In a narrow sense, a climb up the political ladder from lower status to national
office means political success to political figures. If they become heads of government,
there is no place to move up. Therefore, in a broad sense, political success means
strong durability in office. Political success, that is, continued tenure in office, depends
on the impression that the office-holder is handling his job competently.

Power comes with office, and leadership rests on force or on consent. It is
important to combine power with authority to be an effective powerholder. Power is
often treated as synonymous with ’authority’, and authority is commonly referred to as

’legitimate’ power. To the leaders who finish their career or their life, leadership means
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the culmination of their career. Of those who come into power, some will leave it
honored with the glow of a job well done and a memory of themselves carved into
history. Some will leave it with a feeling of frustration and failure that can reach to the
deepest levels of despair. Some will fail in the eyes of others but find a way to look
upon it in another light. They succeed in not being successfully challenged before the
end of their working life. If they do not succeed in staying at the head of their country
until retirement, they are less successful or less fulfilled than those previously
illustrated. Whether a leader is formally appointed, formally elected for a specified

term of office, he has to rely on the acceptance of his acceptance by his followers.

B. The Concept of Head of Government

While Tucker (1981) argues that leadership approach to the nature of politics is
distinct from power approach since leadership is a value-neutral phenomenon, Janda
(1972) asserts that a positional view relates to the concept of 'power’. It is true that
leadership is not identical to power. However, it is a certain kind of power, or it is the
use of power in some circumstances. The individuals in political institutions and groups
who exercise more influence than others on the allocation of values are considered key
concepts in explaining political leadership (Huntington, 1971, p.316). According to
Jennings (1960), political leadership is concentrated on formal leaders - the holders of
official positions of authority, and especially those in national politics.

Political leadership, as concept and category of analysis, is constant, while its
actual membership or personnel composition is variable. It varies from society to

society, depending upon such factors as historical tradition, past political experience,
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foreign influence, ideological predilection of society, or simple happenstance. There
exist differences in forms of society-wide political leaders from a cross-cultural,
historical, and evolutionary perspective. The leadership of a society is a criterion of the
values by which that society lives. Also, by learning the nature of the leaders, we learn
much about the nature of the society. Political leadership is a role that is understood
in terms of the social and cultural context within which it is embedded and which
shapes the particular forms it takes in any society.

Many political scientists also define the concept of political leader in many
different ways. A leader is the one who occupies the position or fills the role that
allows him or her to wield the greatest power. Dahl’s professional politician, Snyder’s
political decision-maker, Lasswell’s policy scientists and Deutsch’s cybernetic
leadership are other examples. In addition, more specifically, Ilchman and Uphoff’s
(1971) statesman is a political actor as a head of regime. Apparently, identical or
similar conceptualizations are often translated into very different operational criteria for
empirical research; and seemingly different ones are operationalized in much the same
way (Edinger, 1969). The analyses in this study would be largely confined to the heads
of government considering both positional and power-related concepts. Success of
political leaders will be regarded as one of the outcomes of political leadership, since
it depends on how they, as heads of government are evaluated or perceived by the
people in their society.

Whatever the political system is, i.e., the Western democracies or the communist
states, it is true that an individual or the collective occupies the unique position of being

at the apex of the pyramid of often absolute power. The main mediator between



41

constitutive system and bureaucracy is the head; the head of the government; the head
of state; the head of political party; the head of the armed force. Sometimes these roles
are united in one person, but often they are separated so that a polity has several heads
at once. In constitutional regimes, the head has a formal title, but under naked rule, the
most important head could be a boss who rules from behind the scenes, while those
with formal leadership titles are mere ’puppets’. For instance, the gradual displacement
of dynastic rule in Europe by constitutional monarchies and republics produced a
differentiation between a head of state, symbolizing the society as politically organized,
and a head of government.

Among all the heads, the role of a head of government (chief executive) is the
most important in practicing actual power, since the executive branch is both the prime
mover and the principal regulator of governmental performance. In modern
constitutional regimes, the chief executive is chosen through the constitutive system.
The chief executive can be chosen by the elected assembly in a parliamentary system,
by the electorate in a presidential system; or by the chairman of the party, etc. The
very nature of elections - the typical process for filling political office in a democratic
society - entails the selection of those with good qualifications for office. Electing
someone need not imply any belief in his inherent superiority, but it does usually imply
belief in competence and so the right, which stems from being qualified, of the specific
individual to hold that office (Carter, 1979, p.34). Therefore, this dissertation will
include the political leaders who are or were in actual power in each regime, that is, the
heads of governments across the nations.

Regimes have frequently been classified by their most ’visible features’, which



42

has meant a classification based on either the different forms or the different styles that
political leadership has taken. However, traditional classification of regime type or
forms of government is more or less meaningless. Even though the division based on
the idea of a separation of powers, i.e., executive, legislative and judicial, applies to the
presidential system, it does not fit into the parliamentary system.

Every country has someone at its head, but there are considerable variations in
the extent to who is at the head. Historically, executives formed the central core or
kernel of governments, out of which, separate legislative and judicial institutions
progressively emerged and broke off. For an example, the term ’executive’ may refer
to what in Britain is usually termed ’the government’ and in the U.S.A. ’the
administration’. Or it may refer to an even narrower set of ruling institutions and
individuals who possesg ultimate decision-making power, such as the Politburo and
General Secretary in the U.S.S.R and other communist states, the ruling juntas in
military regimes, and, of course, presidents, prime ministers and their cabinets
(Charlton, 1986, p.18). Some countries have a group of people running the countries,
such as a presidium, a revolutionary council, or even a council of ministers.

A classification of contemporary types of political executives may most logically
begin by focusing on heads of governments. According to Blondel (1984), they would
be the ’varied and diverse’ nature of executive types among contemporary regimes.
They would be included in three dominant categories - monarchs, presidents, and prime
ministers. The special categories of members of ruling councils and Communist party
secretaries in communist states have to be added to those. It focuses on the leaders

who are really in charge of the overall aspects of policy making or the overall view of
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the affairs of the government. From this point of view, all formal *heads of state’ who
merely symbolize the nation with pure monarchy system should be eliminated. Those
nations are Afghanistan before 1973, Bhutan, Brunei, Bahrain, Kuwait, Morocco, Saudi
Arabia, Swaziland, Oman, Jordan, Qatar, and the United Arab Emirate. Also, the
presidents of the collective council (Uruguay during 1955 - 1965) or rotating presidents
(Switzland and Yugoslavia since 1980) are eliminating frorﬁ the sample.

Since most contemporary state are republics, it is not surprising to find that the
largest groups of contemporary heads of government are presidents. The limited
presidency is the most common form of political executive in the world today, about
52 countries having adopted it, embracing 25% of the global population. Presidential
systems based on liberal-democratic ideology, imply rigid forms of succession. Those
systems lead to fixed terms of office and organize a separation of powers. It does not
allow a president to stay in office, even if he is popular, after a stated period because
he is not normally allowed to succeed himself or to stay in office more than a limited
time.

Some presidents are elected for a limited period only and may not be reelected
immediately or, at most, may be reelected only once.® Bans or restrictions on
reelection are for a check on presidential power as well as a safeguard against an

executive’s self-perpetuation in office (Shugart and Carey, 1992, p.88). As the forms

% In some countries such as Brazil (since 1988), Ecuador (since 1979), Guatemala (since 1986),
Honduras (since 1985), South Korea (since 1988), Mauritania (since 1980), Mexico, and Uruguay,
through the denial of immediate reelection, a time limit is put into presidential term. Where reelection
is permitted, it is allowed only after one or two intervening terms in Bolivia, Colombia, Costa Rica, El
Salvador, and Venezuela. Also, some countries, such as Austria, Liberia, Nicaragua, Paraguay, Peru,
Sierra Leone, Taiwan, Tanzania, and U.S.A., allow just second consecutive terms. However, these
constitutional restriction will be ignored for the test.
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of authoritarian presidency, military rulers often introduce some forms of civilian
structure in order to prolong their tenure. The form of ruling collectivities or councils
is common in military regimes where the designation of one officer as chief executive
frequently obscures the genuinely shared character of the executive leadership group
which takes power following a coup d’etat.

Secondly, historically, the prime ministers who emerged from beneath the wings
of monarchs, have entrusted originally with the subordinate tasks of leading the state
bureaucracy and coordinating the institutions of governmental decision-making. In a
multiparty parliamentary system, it can consist of a coalition of leaders of several
parties. Prime ministers emerged as the heads of the bureaucracy of the State, even
though it may not always be true to say that they are always ’first among equals’. They
control their party and the parliamentary majority and, if electoral support is maintained,
exercise control for long periods.

The final type of contemporary political leaders are first or general secretaries
of ruling Communist parties. Since communist states are led by a Communist party
which is viewed as the vanguard of the nation, the leader of the Communist Party -
nominally the first or general secretary - is in effect the country’s leader. The Party
Secretariat has, as one of its many executive functions, the duty to oversee and
supervise the ’state’ bureaucracy which is formally headed by a prime minister or a
president in the communist countries. He embodies the permanent legitimacy of the
nation. The communist leader is chosen from among existing leaders, normally
concentrated in the politburo and the Secretariat such as the hierarchical structures in

which the decisions of higher bodies places major decision-making powers in the
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topmost organs of the Party. As far as authority or legitimacy implies recognition of
a right to hold office and implies general consent to the rules of the political system,
in a situation, in which a leader is the main beneficiary of popular authority in the
nation, this leader is at liberty to organize his government as he chooses (Blondel, 1982,

p.27)

C. Theoretical Model

We generally speak of a government as an institutionalized pattern of rule. The
rules or governs may constitute a vast and complicated design, as in modern
constitutional regimes, or they may be monocratically arraigned in one simple hierarchy,
as in aristocratic regimes, including totalitarian dictatorship. Every political system may
contain some institutionalized means of recruiting leaders. Also, every political system
may have overall ethical evaluation of the quality of their rule.

The normative question ’who should rule?’ indicates ’on the basis of what
principle of selectivity should political leaders be chosen?” However, for the empirical
aspect, it is important to examine the leaders who in fact did rule. As far as the
concept of political leadership is narrowed to ’heads of government’ or ’chief
executives’, the political leadership can be explained in a certain view. When we
evaluate some leaders successfui or unsuccessful, we can focus on how long a leader
has been in his/her office. In general, longer the leader stays, the more successful
his/her rule is.

As discussed in the literature review, the interaction theory has dealt with the

combination of traits and situation, social backgrounds and situation, or traits and social
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backgrounds. However, theoretical development for the analysis, here, employs a
combination of the social background theory and the situation theory except the
personality and skills theory. We can cast the search in the light of the interaction
theory of political leadership stressing the interplay of two approaches described above.
The scientific development of political leadership studies - ranging from initial
conceptualization through creation, operationalization, and testing of hypotheses to
rigorous theoretical integration at the highest reaches of mathematical imagination - will
be promoted by pursuit of a multimodal research strategy. Nonetheless, in the
descriptive analyses, personality and skills variables are used for comparison.

The problem of keeping a leadership position is complicated because the leader’s
authority does not derive solely from the political organization. Authority does not just
flow from the top down. Rather, a primary criterion for maintaining the leadership
position is how much people are satisfied with their leader. Whether a leader is
formally appointed, or formally elected for a specified term of office, he has to rely on
the acceptance of his authority by people. As a result, leaders’ success in their offices
result from the attitude of the people toward them. The leaders’ social backgrounds,
career backgrounds, and situational factors are considered as main criteria by which
people evaluate their leaders.

This study will focus on predictive and causal analyses. Basically, the analyses
are not only the specification of leadership outcomes that are the object of prediction
but also the specification of different backgrounds that are hypothesized to predict
leadership outcome, that is, duration in office, and the specification of the theoretical

linkages among independent variables and dependent leadership outcome. The social,
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economic, and cultural characteristics of the society in which the organization is
embedded are also critical influences on the nature of leadership. As a result, the main
research is concerned with the relationship between political leaders’ success and their
social backgrounds, career backgrounds, and situational factors. Whether or not a
leader becomes successful depends on the possession or acquisition of certain key
attributes and experiences.

Here, this study tries to get some answers for the possibilities of the research on
political leadership. The variable items are adapted from several general pieces of
literature of leadership analysis. The variables to be considered are based on scholarly
consensus. The variables for which data are collected interrelate to a large extent since
demographic, ideological, attitudinal, psychological, and situational variables not only
cohere as distinct groups, but also intersect at many points. Hypotheses about political
behavior that were ’tested and proven’ valid at one moment in history need to be
rechecked constantly against the changes of time and circumstances.

The models include several different possible explanations: (1) the leader’s social
and career backgrounds; (2) the causes of stability and instability of types of
government in the contemporary world; (3) the governmental policies; and (4) the
country characteristics, etc. These anticipatory variables simply alert attention to things
that may help to describe, explain, predict, evaluate, and intervene. A theoretical model

is constructed as follows:

Political Success = f (Individual Social Backgrounds, Career Backgrounds,
Institutional Attributes).
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However, as an indicator of political success, duration of office, has somewhat
different roles to evaluate political leadership. ’Duration of office’ decides whether a
leader stayed for a 'SHORT’ or a 'NOT-SHORT’ period, that is, political survival.
After that, it can examine whether he is more successful than others, that is, strength
of political survival. Inclusion of the leaders who are still in power into the analysis
will need some manipulation in order to reduce misspecification errors. The
specification of the model is :

Pr( Duration of Office ) = f (Individual Social Background;, Career Backgrounds,

Institutional Attributes).

Truly, one of the most difficult tasks in measuring and evaluating performance
of political leaders is the task of trying to look at the elements that make up political
success. The dependent variable in the theoretical model denotes the leadership
outcome, whereas a variety of causative factors that extend from very general
explanations to highly specific reasons are regarded as the independent variables.
Various measures of ;elected independent variables contribute importantly to the
explanation of variance in measures of duration of office. Independent variables are
divided into three different subsets: demographic attributes, career attributes, and
institutional attributes.

Individuals’ personal backgrounds are divided into two groups, demographic or
social attributes and career attributes, with the former being caused by nature and the
latter beeing caused by experiences. Political scientists on political leadership assume

that research on this subject should focus on the behavior or attitudes of political
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leaders. Therefore, interviews or surveys with them would be the best way to get the
data for the research.

However, political leaders, as heads of government, especially at the international
level, are quite often inaccessible, and attitudinal information is therefore difficult to
obtain. There are relatively few variables which are susceptible to quantification that
are of greater concern to the political scientists than those describing the backgrounds
of political leaders. Even though it is possible to appreciate on a cumuiative' basic
changes that are occurring in the characteristics that define political leaders worldwide,
if possible, information on political leaders should be kept and analyzed as qualitative
data.

The demographic (social background) backgrounds consist of age, place of birth,
education, major, father’s occupation, and father’s SES, which are considered as family
legacy and political socialization. The career backgrounds are represented by political
ideology, party membership, experience in congress, experience as a Minister, previous
occupation, military experience, experience in prison or exile, political activity, long-
term foreign experience, enter mode, and numbers of entry as a head of government.
These variables could be the criteria for evaluating whether a leader has enough
qualification for handling the office as a head of government.

Personal disposition variables imply the aggregate characteristics such as
personality and skills that define a unique human individual (physiological factors;
psychological factors, etc.). Even though the role of personality appears to be large,
there still exist difficulties in measuring and assessing. A lot of studies of personality

have dealt with a number of elements such as energy, courage, intelligence, etc.
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However, this study, relating to the concept of ’power’, just focuses on ’psychological
traits’ and ’task-oriented’ traits. Oral skills, organization skills, and language skills,
physiological status, loss of parents or separation from parents in early age, and power
connection are included in this subset.

Based on a theory of democratic development, institutional, socioeconomic and
cultural aspects are very important. As institutional variables, several country
characteristics and political systematic variables such as population density,
homogeneity index, freedom status, party system, economic freedom, literacy rate, type
of head of government, and region as cultural difference, and etc. are used for the
models. In an institutional aspect, the degree of individual freedom and participatory
rights, competitiveness in party system capable of aggregating diverse interests should
be considered as main indicators for evaluating leader’s performance. Developments
in education (literacy rate) and economic freedom as criteria for industrialization are
also indicators for a nation’s social and economic achievements. Homogeneity index
and population density are more related to governability that a leader can handle
problems of his own country.

While all variables in personal background attributes may possibly be used in
descriptive analyses in order to compare the leaders across the different aspects, some
selected variables are included in a statistical model based on certain theoretical
perspectives and some variables are deliberately combined for certain roles. The

following diagram (Figure 1) shows the model in a very clear manner.
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Figure 1 Political Success
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CHAPTER III

Theoretical Propositions

Legitimacy is an idea of central importance in political thought and science
although the concept has proven difficult to use in comparative politics. If a polity lasts
for a long time without disruptive changes, it is considered durable. Furthermore, a
polity’s legitimacy is likely to be enhanced by its longevity. Among the changes, a
change in the formal power of a top executive, or the government as a whole is
considered major. Legitimacy is gained or lost through the performance of incumbent
political leaders. Unless a top executive who fails conspicuously in action as a leader
manages to conceal the failing the political community - as some tyrannical leaders
have done, at least until their death or overthrow - that leader’s authority is likely to
suffer as a consequence of the perceived failure (Tucker, 1981, p.42).

To achieve any lasting improvement in the polity, whether it be economic
development, a sense of nationhood, or an equitable society, a leader must obtain
popular support for his goals, and to do this requires strong leadership. Regimé
legitimacy, in effect, goes beyond the performance of a particular incumbent leader and
his or her popularity. The legitimate authority of the government and the support for
the incumbent government is narrowly circumscribed as to its functions and largely
stripped of the personal features of ascriptive authority. The sources of legitimacy
serving as the basis for authority can derive from the forces of tradition, from
charismatic, or from an institutional rational-legal system of government.

People tend to understand regime legitimacy questions largely as confidence in

52
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particular office-holders and what they do (Lane, 1979, pp.63-64). The importance of

legitimacy is considered a precondition for political stability. To a large extent,
legitimacy depends on a social and economic system. In general, personal popularity
of a president or a prime minister over a relatively short period (e.g. 2 yrs) will
contribute fewer positive flows to the stock of regime legitimacy than an economic
crisis over a long period (8 - 10 yrs) under different governments will generate negative
flows.

The object is to explain why some political leaders stay in office for a short
period and others do not, or why some individuals demonstrate more successful
leadership than others. In every society there are definable paths to political success.
The requirements for personal success as political performance in office might vary in
a corresponding fashion. ’Years in office’ result from popularity and performance
which are multicausal. The reasons can be explained by several components. In the
aspect of social and economic environment of the society, conditions of wealth,
equality, and shared cultural values, etc. influence the sources of variation in political
performance, that is, duration of office. Moreover, the personal qualities that the
leaders are expected to have are pretty different to the people in each country. The
motivation of being or keeping power longer is one of the reasons as well.

In looking at what causes leaders to succeed or fail, one crucial point is how
they use the power that accrues to them in the role of leader. Some use of power is
clearly necessary for a leader’s own survival, as well as to produce cimnges, as we
witness the fate of leaders who failed to use power at critical times. There also is

personal power that is not necessarily linked to office in intelligence, knowledge, and
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experiences in a specific area. Some possess a deliberate manner of expression as well
as a way of holding one’s self in public. Rarely be that as it may be, some have
physical attributes such as tall, big, and handsome. While physical factors of stature
are easy to trivialize, they are after real and significant determinants of success because
there are fairly clear cultural expectations of physical ideals and what we want our
leaders to represent in relation to them.

The main research is concerned with the relationship between the variances in
successful and unsuccessful leadership characteristics and the variances in what it takes
to be a long-term political leader. All leaders who keep power do not share the same
experience partly because there are all different degrees of power and success, partly
because of the differences between individuals in character and backgrounds, and partly
because of the differences of situation. In an effort to find common denominators or
common determinants of the dependent variable, considerable attention should be
devoted to the family backgrounds and early histories, career backgrounds, and
situations.

The major reason for focusing on the elements above is the implicit assumption
that if we know who they are, and were, and how they became political leaders, then
we evaluate what they do. A sequence of innate and inchoate forces within the human
organism epignetically emerge during the development of individuals in their proximal
contacts in families and other naturant groups and in their distal contacts with
economic, social, and political habits, customs, institutions, and values as these develop
pari passu with and within individuals.

The social characteristics of the leaders vary from one political system to



55

another. There are many examples to show how the conditions and requisites for entry
into political leadership vary from country to country and in different periods. It is
because each society has its own social values that political leaders should have and its
principle of legitimacy, which guides the actions of the political leaders and expresses
a body of values and ideas accepted by the people. There are relationships between
personal backgrounds of political leaders and performance of political leaders. Social
origins are important, justifying their focus by arguing that social background is a
useful indicator of political success. Leaders need to possess a large array of personal
attributes if they are to be successful. The career backgrounds of the leaders play a
major role in the determination of policy goals and general orientation of political life
in a country. Background data on the social and career characteristics of the leaders
provide no infallible guide to either attitudinal patterns or policy preferences.

Leaving aside for the moment such personal attributes as the individual’s ability,
his educational and technical background, what environmental factors influence leader’s
survival? It seems relevant to consider some important situational factors which
determine whether a person is chosen to be a head of government. While the behavior
of men or of social systems may be described, and perhaps even predicted, without
resource to personality and skills variables, no satisfactory explanation is possible until
we understand the psychological link which joins man to his sociopolitical environment,
and through which each impinges on the other. As a result, for the lack of consistent
or trustful information on personality and skills, the propositions on those elements are
excluded from a theoretical model. Specific propositions on the basis of social and

career backgrounds as well as situational attributes will be discussed in this chapter.
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A. Do Social Backgrounds of the Leaders Really Matter for Their Political Survival?

The study of social backgrounds can furnish clues for a study of political
performance, but the first cannot substitute for the second (Lasswell and Lerner, 1965).
The analysis of social background data still performs important functions for
socialization and recruitment. A person of a certain age, educational attainment and
social status is more likely to be successful in his office. He may be liked, trusted, and
respected within the society in which he exists. He should have abilities to attract
dedicated followers as well as abilities to command loyalty and dedicated service from
a comparatively small group of intimates.

The demographic variables are based on the concept of naturalness. When
people are born, they get certain social status, gender, age, etc., from their parents.
Parents and schools have emphasized the importance of achieving social prominence
or social dominance. They contribute socialization process to the young children to
learn what an individual is prepared, with varying degrees of success, to meet
requirements laid down by other members of society for his behavior in a variety of

situations.

Proposition 1: Long-lasting leaders are younger on reaching office.

Generally, age forms the basic criteria which determine eligibility for specific
roles. Without laws to make precise the obligations of office and fix the tenure of
heads of government, it is universally acknowledged that leaders will hold power as
long as their prestige lasts and with little regard to senility. According to gerontocracy

thesis, respect for the aged has been at work in most societies although it has been more
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common in East rather than in West. In some societies, leadership capacity often makes
its appearance relatively late in life, in the form of a strong personality or a strong ego.
The leader is either an elder or is assimilated to elders even if he is young. However,
the seniority system has its drawback especially in the political arena.

As a result, as far both life expectancy and seniority system are working
together, if the leaders become top executives at middle age, they stay longer than those
at young age. Political leadership correlates positively with middle age (Blondel, 1980).
It would seem to be ’natural’ for leaders to be relatively old with a certain tendency for
the age distribution of the population. However, considering human’s life éxpectancy,
long leaders are younger on reaching office. In this study with continuous age variable,
the proposition should be that the leaders who reached their offices at younger age
everywhere are more successful.

Proposition 2: - Leaders who were born and raised in urban areas are more likely
to stay in office longer.

Political success correlates with the exposure to urban life. This variable
indicates the social environment that the political leader has been raised in. Urban-born
and raised in urban area influence the leader get more exposed to politics and media.
The first role perceived by children tends to be a top political executive - the president,
prime minister, or general secretary, etc. In early childhood, they have tendency to
identify a top political executive as a parent figure. So they become more successful

than those from rural or rural-lived.

Proposition 3: Highly educated leader tends to have a longer tenure in office.
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Educated persons are more aware of the impact of government on their lives and
pay more attention to politics. It is because people who have a strong sense of personal
effectiveness also tend to feel politically effective. Personal and political efficacy are
strongly related to education (Campbell, et al., 1960). Intellectuals play a vital role in
formulating, disseminating, or sustaining idea that influences both the theory and
practice of politics in most societies.

Tucker (1977, p.384) argues that trained and sophisticated insight, the capacity
to judge situations accurately that comes from experience and intellect, are
characteristics of an effective leader and are particularly vital requisites for political
leadership in the extremely complex world of today. Formal education is the single
most important entrance requirement into the higher circles. Political leaders are among
the most educated of all occupational groups. The more highly educated beople tend
to develop the characteristics of trust, satisfaction, and competence that go with
democracy. It is a common place to note that educational levels are the highest in

socially favored categories.

B. Do Career Backgrounds of the Leaders Have Influence on Their Political Survival?

Most leaders of the contemporary world have had a ’normal’ career. The
majority have been ministers or congressmen before becoming the head of government.
Also, most leaders have been involved in party activities. Competence of the leaders
_includes references of each person’s past political experience, ability as a head of

government, and his intelligence. Considering the fact that the leaders must be
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absolutely dedicated to the cause and able to demonstrate that commitment by giving
time and effort to it, risking their lives, undergoing imprisonment, exile, persecution,
and continual hardship, etc. are very influential to leader’s political survival.
Proposition 4: The greater the involvement in a political collectivity, such as
parliaments or congresses, ministries, and political parties, the
greater the support for the leadership, that is, the political rule of
the game.

Ambition theory (Schlesinger, 1966) presupposes a rational assessment by the
prospective leaders of their opportunities for success. For the most part, political
leaders are far from common men in either their origins or their achievement. Political
experience is the best teacher of the art of politics, and the accumulated experiences of
generations, concentrated into streams of traditions which flow into and through
institutions, such as lineages, professions and schools, colleges and universities, are the
sources of the knowledge which enables political classes to be successful (Shils, 1982,
p.17). If they have experiences in politically related areas such as parties, congresses,
or cabinets, it is easier to ascend to a head of government. To pursue a political career
an aspirant must conform to a recruitment process which rather rigidly prescribes his
role as a candidate for parliament and a member of the ministry (Edinger, 1964, p.663).
Highly experienced public officials are more likely to be selected as potential chief
executives.

Proposition 5: The successful leaders are likely to be found in law, politics, civil

service or military, that is, political sectors that would be regarded
as upper-status occupations.
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The correlation between social status and political power, though consistently
positive, is not a ground for assuming that the former is a sufficient or necessary
condition for the latter (Prewitt, 1970). Also, there is a tradition of respect for the
individual, regardless of his rank and wealth in Western political thought. Nevertheless,
higher social status is necessary in order to have higher political opportunities. Political
job-chances of those with high social status are considerably better than those with
average or low prestige.

The primary occupations of the leaders prior to seizing power or assuming
highest office are rather diverse. Also, children can be influenced by their father’s
occupation in developing their political views. The successful leaders tend to have
higher status fathers from the upper and middle class holding such positions as landed
gentry, big businessmen, government officials, lawyers, military officers, and politicians.
However, the leaders had more politically related professions than their fathers did.
While fathers’ occupations provided better chances (high social status or wealth) to
enter the realm of politics, the leaders themselves established their careers and used
them as stepping-stones to the highest political jobs.

Proposition 6: Leaders with foreign experiences, i.e., foreign education and work
in foreign countries, are more likely to stay in office for a long
period.

Foreign experience contributes the leaders ability to develop cosmopolitanism.
Abroad, they see different level of development and understand of foreign affairs. Most
leaders will tend to heighten their cosmopolitanism by greater fofeign travel, foreign

study, exposure to various societies and cultures, and maintenance of foreign contacts.
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They are guided by the idea of adopting and adapting modernized technology through

foreign education or foreign experiences. They contribute to making society stable, and,
of course, successfully accomplish more. General knowledge is associated with foreign
language ability and with understanding of foreign affairs. However, this tendency
depends on the level of development of country or reign of country.
Proposition 7: If a leader comes to his office in a peaceful way, he is more likely
to stay in office longer.

In general, some political leaders come to office as a head of government
through peaceful processes, whether appointive or f.;lective, while others in violent ways.
Some scholars (Rajai and Phillips, 1988) identify these two groups of individuals as
follows: The former are ’loyalists’ and the latter are ’revolutionaries’. Since, in this
study, just the leaders in single leadership would be discussed, entry mode as an
appointment mechanism can be a variable to influence political leadership in republics,
presidential or military presidential, and prime ministerial systems. Even thbugh party
secretary or general secretary in Communist system is not real single leadership, they
are normally stronger than the prime minister.

Political leaders, having been chosen and exercising their functions in
accordance with these rational-legal procedures, can enjoy a high degree of legitimacy.
In addition, they need not worry about being humiliated, executed, put in jail, or forced
into exile after an overnight coup. Removal from office through constitutional due
process or assassination are the major and constant risks to their political survival. If

legitimacy is defined in terms of established rules, a government which has come to
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power by civil war, revolution or coup d’etat can not immediately claim legitimacy,
although it may claim authority by virtue of its ideology, goals and popular support, by
providing its effectiveness in meeting the country’s needs and by demonstrating the
qualities of the new leaders (Carter, 1979, p.51).
Proposition 8: Leaders of the right, such as the conservatives, tend to stay longer
than those of the left, such as the liberals.

While the political left has higher levels of tolerance for democratic liberties
than those on the right, the political right is less supportive of democratic norms. It is
important to pay attention to the beliefs and values of political leaders, particularly as
they relate to sweeping ideological and intellectual movements. Political leaders always
possess some sets of philosophical and political convictions that are his own. In order
to legitimize any type of regime, the leaders of the regime must devise a political
formula and political ideology that gains acceptance among the people at large.

Ideology plays a significant part in the life of most parties, both symbolic and
practical. They try to shape political institutioné in ways consonant with his own
political philosophy, even though the goals of the leaders are not necessarily identical
to those of the followers and intermediate leaders. They generally identify themselves
with the ideologies’ of the right (conservative), the center, or the left (liberal) in terms
of their stances toward the size of government, the equalization of social conditions, and
the social and economic issues in a country.

Ideologies of the left have tended to favor a larger role for government, greater

7 Right means traditional conservative and populist (even if it is a kind of left).
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equalization of income, government-supported welfare programs, and a minimization
of unemployment. Meanwhile, the right has tended to favor a more restrained role for
government, maintenance of existing income distribution, private welfare, and a
minimization of inflation, even at a cost to employment. Usually, the more
conservative the ideology of a political leader, the longer he stays in office. It is
because social and economic resources based on conservative ideology induce
pélitically stable situations. The promise of radical change in the social, economic, and

political fabric, is threatening to political stability.

C. How Do the Institutional Attributes Influence Political Survival?

Geographical environments, economic systems, social structures and cultural
differences provide some assistance to explain political success on a macro level.
Geography and demography would be considered as physical attributes of countries.
Thus, size of country®, population size, and age of nations might be the main indicators
for both attributes and these variables imply governability or viability, legitimacy of the
countries, or vulnerability of the nations. The duration of the country, the unity and the
characteristics of the political culture are the indicators for national identity. It is
difficult to handle and almost impossible to quantify.

Proposition 9: Leaders in densely populated countries are more likely to stay in
office for a short period.

8 According to de Blij (1967, p.41), states exceeding one million square miles are generally
described as very large, while those under 10,000 square miles are referred to as very small. The
category of the size of nation is as follows: Very small ( - 10,000), small (10,000 - 60,000), medium
(60,000 - 140,000), and large (140,000 - ).
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There may be considerable variation in the potential contribution of geographical
elements in achieving the basic objectives that usually underlie state interventions: (1)
the provision of security and order, related to the defense of a territory; (2) the
stimulation of economic growth and well-being; and, (3) the guarantee of social justice,
etc. Geographical space can fulfill the realm of government actions, demonstrating the
rationale of functions on the grounds of either efficiency or equity criteria. In addition,
the application of policies requires some spatial considerations for the same purpose to
get efficiency or equity.

The problems of size as related to effective national control and politico-
territorial organization are nothing new in the history of state evolution. As seen in the
literature review, Montesquieu already mentioned the regime types based on the size
of country. According 