






































































Online Appendix

The Model: preliminaries

Denote p(x) the probability of the party winning exactly x seats. We have that p(x) =

p

(
S ∈ [Kx,K(x + 1))

)
, with S = V +

∑n
i ei + δ and δ ∼ U ∈ [− 1

2φ
, 1

2φ
]. Plugging in

this distributional assumption, we can easily compute these probabilities.

Recall that we assume that the party always wins at least N seats, and never more

than N (i.e. p (S < KN) = 0 and p (S ≥ KN) = 0). These assumptions impose the

following restrictions on the parameters:

• V < min ∈ {(N + 1)K − n− 1
2φ
, 1

2φ
+K(N + 1)− n},

• V > max ∈ {NK + 1
2φ
, NK − 1

2φ
}

• K < min ∈ { 1
φ(N−N−1)

− n
N−N−1

, 1
φ
}

• K > max ∈ {n, n
N+1−N + 1

φ(N+1−N)
}

• φ < 1
n(N−N)

The candidates’ maximization problem.

Next, consider the maximization problem of a candidate in an advantaged position (ia).

Denote p(χ) the probability that exactly χ seats are won by the party and allocated to

the advantaged group (recall that this probability is a function of the candidates’ effort

choice). Further, denote Qia(χ) the probability of an advantaged candidate obtaining a

seat. Then, each advantaged candidate maximizes the same objective function:

R
na∑
χ=N

p(χ)Qia(χ)−
e2
ia

2
(5)
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The associated FOC is:

R(
na∑
χ=N

p(χ)
∂Qia(χ)

∂eia
+

na∑
χ=N

∂p(χ)

∂eia
Qia(χ))− eia = 0 (6)

p(·) and ∂p(χ)
∂eia

are computed in a straightforward way from the normal CDF. Further,

notice that the maximization problem is identical for all candidates belonging to the

same group (i.e., all advantaged candidates and all disadvantaged ones). This implies,

straightforwardly, that all advantaged candidates exert the same effort in equilibrium.

Plugging this into (6), we can verify that the following holds in equilibrium:

Qia(χ) =
χ

na
(7)

and
∂Qia(χ)

∂e∗ia
=

1

e∗ia
(1− χ

na
)

χ∑
j=1

1

na − j + 1
(8)

Finally, consider the problem of a candidate in a disadvantaged position ina. Denote

p(ξ) the probability that exactly ξ seats are won by the party and allocated to the ad-

vantaged group (recall that this probability is a function of the candidates’ effort choice).

Qia(ξ) denotes the probability of an advantaged candidate obtaining a seat. Then, each

non-advantaged candidate maximizes the same objective function:

R
N−na∑
ξ=1

p(ξ)Qina(ξ)−
e2
ina

2
(9)

The associated FOC is:

R(
N−na∑
ξ=1

p(ξ)
∂Qina(ξ)

∂eina

+
N−na∑
ξ=1

∂p(ξ)

∂eina

Qia(ξ))− eina = 0 (10)

As above, we can verify that the following holds in equilibrium:

Qina(ξ) =
ξ

nna
(11)
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and
∂Qina(ξ)

∂e∗ina

=
1

e∗ina

(1− ξ

na
)

ξ∑
j=1

1

nna − j + 1
(12)

Note on Remarks 1-4: we have shown that candidates with the same advan-

tage status face an identical problem. This implies the symmetric results referenced

in Remarks 1-4, i.e., that all candidates belonging to the same group (advantaged or

disadvantaged) exert the same amount of effort in equilibrium.

Proofs of Lemmas and Propositions

Hereafter, we will assume that n = 4, N = 1 and N = 3. Further, we assume that the

party cannot assign an advantaged position to all candidates on the list.30

Proof of Lemma 1

Using (5)-(12), we can easily compute candidates’ equilibrium effort choice in each pos-

sible subgame.

Case 1: the party assigns one advantaged position. The advantaged candidate is

guaranteed a seat. Therefore:

e∗ia = 0 (13)

In contrast, each non-advantaged candidate exerts strictly positive effort:

e∗ina
=

1

2
(
3

2
Rφ+

√
9

4
R2φ2 + 4R(

5

36
+

5

18
φV − 11

18
φK)) (14)

Case 2: the party assigns two advantaged positions. Here, both advantaged and
30The party is always indifferent between assigning 0 advantaged position or assigning an advantage

to all candidates, so this restriction amounts to an indifference breaking assumption.
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non-advantaged candidates will exert strictly positive effort. Specifically:

e∗ia =

√
R(1

2
+ φ(2K − 2e∗na − V ))

2
(15)

e∗ina
=
Rφ+

√
R2φ2 +R(1

2
− φ(3K − 2e∗na − V )

2
(16)

Case 3: the party assigns three advantaged positions. The non-advantaged can-

didate has no hope of ever winning a seat, therefore:

e∗ina
= 0 (17)

Each advantaged candidate instead exerts effort:

e∗ia =

√
R

2

9
(
1

2
− φV ) + φKR

13

18
(18)

Case 4: the party assigns no advantaged position (i.e., open list). Each candi-

date in the list solves the same maximization problem, so each exerts the same amount

of effort in equilibrium:

e∗i =
1

12
(5Rφ+

√
25R2φ2 − 3R(7φK − 4φV − 11)) (19)
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Next, we compare the total equilibrium effort under the different allocation structures.

We proceed in three steps.

Claim 1. Total effort under na = 0 is always higher than total effort under na ≥ N (i.e.,

if the party assigns three advantaged positions).

Proof. Total effort under na = 0 is

E∗0 =
1

3
(5Rφ+

√
25R2φ2 − 3R(7φK − 4φV − 11)). (20)

Total effort under na ≥ N (i.e., if the party assigns three advantaged positions) is

E∗3 = 3

√
R

2

9
(
1

2
− φV ) + φKR

13

18
. (21)

Straightforwardly, sufficient condition to guarantee that E∗0 > E∗3 is

1

3

√
25R2φ2 − 3R(7φK − 4φV − 11) > 3

√
R

2

9
(
1

2
− φV ) + φKR

13

18
, (22)

which reduces to

25Rφ2 − 3(7φK − 4φV − 11)− 9(1− 2φV + φK
13

2
) > 0. (23)

The LHS is increasing in V . Plugging in the lower bound V = 3K − 1
2φ
, the above

reduces to

25Rφ2 + 9 +
21

2
φK > 0, (24)

which is always satisfied.

Claim 2. Total effort under na = 0 is higher than total effort under na ∈ (N,N) (i.e.,

if the party assigns two advantaged positions).

Proof. Total effort under na ∈ (N,N) is always lower than

Emax
2 = Rφ+

√
R2φ2 +R(

1

2
− φ(3K − 2− V ) +

√
R(

1

2
+ φ(2K − V )). (25)
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Total effort under na = 0 is

E∗0 =
1

3
(5Rφ+

√
25R2φ2 − 3R(7φK − 4φV − 11)). (26)

To prove the claim, we proceed in three steps. First, notice that

5

3
Rφ > Rφ. (27)

Next, we can show that

1

6

√
25R2φ2 − 3R(7φK − 4φV − 11) >

√
R2φ2 +R(

1

2
− φ(3K − 2− V )). (28)

The above reduces to

15− 24φV + 87φK − 72φ > 11Rφ2. (29)

Plugging in the upper bound V = 4K − 4− 1
2φ
, we have

27− 9φK + 24φ > 11Rφ2 (30)

Since K < 1
φ
, φ < 1

8
and R < 1, the above is always satisfied.

Finally, we can show that

1

6

√
25R2φ2 − 3R(7φK − 4φV − 11) >

√
R(

1

2
+ φ(2K − V )). (31)

Sufficient condition for the above to hold is

−3(7φK − 4φV − 11) > 36[
1

2
+ φ(2K − V )], (32)

which reduces to
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15 + 48φV − 93φK > 0. (33)

By assumption, V > max ∈ {K + 1
2φ
, 3K − 1

2φ
}. First, suppose that K > 1

2φ
, and

plug in binding upper bound V = 3K − 1
2φ
. The above reduces to

51φK − 9 > 0, (34)

which is always satisfied at K > 1
2φ
.

Finally, suppose that K < 1
2φ
, and plug in binding upper bound V = K + 1

2φ
. The

above reduces to

39− 45φK > 0, (35)

which is always satisfied at K < 1
2φ
.

Claim 3. Total effort na = 0 is always higher than total effort under 0 < na ≤ N (i.e.,

if the party assigns one advantaged position).

Proof. Denote E1 the total effort under 0 < na ≤ N . First, we can show that ∆ = E∗0−E∗1

is decreasing in V :

∂∆

∂V
=

2√
25R2φ2 − 3R(7φK − 4φV − 11)

− 5

6
√

9
4
R2φ2 + 5

9
R + 10

9
RφV − 22

9
φK

. (36)

∂∆
∂V

< 0 if and only if

144[
9

4
R2φ2 +

5

9
R +

10

9
RφV − 22

9
RφK] < 25[25R2φ2 + 33R + 12RφV − 21RφK)], (37)

which is always satisfied given K < 1
φ
(by assumption).
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Thus, it is sufficient to show that the claim holds at the upper bound V = 2K−4+ 1
2φ
,

i.e.,:

1

3

(
5Rφ+

√
25R2φ2 − 3R[7φK − 4φ(2K − 4 +

1

2φ
)− 11]

)
> (38)

3

2

(
3

2
Rφ+

√
9

4
R2φ2 + 4R[

5

36
+

5

18
φ(2K − 4 +

1

2φ
)− 11

18
φK]

)
,

which reduces to

4
√

25R2φ2 + 3RφK + 39R− 48Rφ > 7Rφ+18

√
9

4
R2φ2 +

10

9
R− 2

9
RφK − 40

9
Rφ. (39)

Plugging in the lower bound K = 4φ+1
3φ

, we have

4
√

25R2φ2 + 40R− 44Rφ > 7Rφ+ 18

√
9

4
R2φ2 +

27

28
R− 128

27
Rφ. (40)

To show that the above condition is always satisfied, I proceed in two steps.

First, since φ < 1
8
, notice that

√
25R2φ2 + 40R− 44Rφ >

√
R

√
40− 44

8
, (41)

and

7Rφ <
7

8
R. (42)

Further, recall that R < 1, therefore R <
√
R. Thus, we have that

7

8
√

40− 44
8

√
R

√
40− 44

8
≥ 7Rφ, (43)
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and

4
√

25R2φ2 + 40R− 44Rφ >
7

8
√

40− 44
8

√
25R2φ2 + 40R− 44Rφ > 7Rφ. (44)

Next, it is easy to see that

(
4− 7

8
√

40− 44
8

)√
25R2φ2 + 40R− 44Rφ > 18

√
9

4
R2φ2 +

27

28
R− 128

27
Rφ. (45)

Therefore

4
√

25R2φ2 + 40R− 44Rφ > 7Rφ+ 18

√
9

4
R2φ2 +

27

28
R− 128

27
Rφ. (46)

This concludes the proof of Lemma 1.

Proof of Proposition 1

Claim 3 shows that ∂(E∗
0−E∗

1 )

∂V
< 0. Thus, there exist a unique threshold B̂, decreasing in

V , s.t. the party finds it optimal to exercise control if and only if B > B̂. Therefore,

the probability (in the sense of set inclusion) that the party allocates 0 < na ≤ N is

increasing in V .

A9



Additional figures and tables

Figure A.1: Example of ballot paper from the Labor Party in Oslo

Note: The figure shows the ballot paper from the Labor Party (Arbeiderpartiet) in Oslo for the 2019 election. The first

ten candidates on the ballot have a head start and are listed in boldface.
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Figure A.2: Personal votes as a share of party votes for two types of candidates
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Personal votes as a share of party votes

A: Candidates without head start
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Personal votes as a share of party votes

B: Candidates with head start
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Personal votes as a share of party votes (25pp bonus included)

C: Candidates with head start

Note: Panel A plots the density of observations as a function of personal votes as share of party votes for candidates

without a head start. Similarly, Panel B plots the density of observations as a function of personal votes as share of party

votes for candidates with a head start. Finally, Panel C, is identical to Panel B, but the 25 percentage point bonus is

included. Because voters can cast personal votes from candidates from other party lists, it is possible for a candidate’s

personal votes to exceed party votes. In the figure, we censor observations above 1. The sample is all candidates running

for one of the seven main parties in the 2019 local election.
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Figure A.3: Sensitivity check using contemporaneous election outcomes to classify
nature of competition
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Note: This figure reproduces the analysis in figure 1 using contemporaneous election outcomes to classify
the nature of competition. We compare the personal vote-shares of a candidate that receives an advantage
in a list where 0 < na ≤ N (bottom competition), with the vote-share of a similar candidate who also
receives an advantage (and has same pre-ballot rank), but is in a list where na > N (top competition).
Here in contrast to Figure 1, N is the actual seats gained in 2019 elections minus 1. Panel A display
candidates’ personal vote share (within party list) by pre-election ballot rank and nature of competition.
The black circles indicate top competition. The hollow circles indicate bottom competition. We split the
sample by the number of advantaged candidates (given in the title of each sub-panel). We pool cases
where the advantage is given to 5-6 candidates because of few observations. Panel B plots estimates of
δr from equation (1). δr captures the difference between advantaged candidates insulated from intraparty
competition and those exposed to it, when controlling for local party fixed effects, rank, advantage status
and candidate characteristics. Standard errors are clustered at the municipal level and 95% confidence
intervals reported. The baseline sample is all candidates running for one of the seven main parties in
the 2019 local election.
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Table A.1: Municipality-level summary statistics for the main parties running in the
2019 local election

Mean SD Min Max N

Share of votes

Socialist Left Party (SV) 0.07 0.05 0.02 0.37 239
Labor Party (A) 0.29 0.11 0.07 0.67 346
Center Party (SP) 0.28 0.14 0.03 0.69 341
Liberal Party (V) 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.36 220
Christian Democratic Party (KrF) 0.07 0.06 0.01 0.40 222
Conservative Party (H) 0.16 0.09 0.02 0.58 309
Progress Party (FrP) 0.09 0.06 0.02 0.32 247

Seats in the local council

Socialist Left Party (SV) 1.86 1.25 0 8 239
Labor Party (A) 7.38 3.70 1 19 346
Center Party (SP) 6.63 3.25 1 22 341
Liberal Party (V) 1.17 1.21 0 11 220
Christian Democratic Party (KrF) 1.84 1.74 0 8 222
Conservative Party (H) 4.72 3.54 0 24 309
Progress Party (FrP) 2.81 2.14 0 13 247

Seats in the executive board

Socialist Left Party (SV) 0.58 0.57 0 2 239
Labor Party (A) 2.24 1.03 0 6 346
Center Party (SP) 2.00 0.98 0 5 341
Liberal Party (V) 0.33 0.52 0 3 220
Christian Democratic Party (KrF) 0.64 0.66 0 3 222
Conservative Party (H) 1.45 0.97 0 7 309
Progress Party (FrP) 0.76 0.74 0 3 247

Candidates with a pre-advantage

Socialist Left Party (SV) 2.49 1.27 0 7 239
Labor Party (A) 3.17 1.81 0 10 346
Center Party (SP) 2.09 1.28 0 6 341
Liberal Party (V) 2.01 1.38 0 8 220
Christian Democratic Party (KrF) 1.87 1.09 0 6 222
Conservative Party (H) 2.59 1.80 0 10 309
Progress Party (FrP) 2.66 1.85 0 10 247
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Table A.2: Summary statistics

(1)

Mean SD Min Max N
Pre-advantage 0.12 0.33 0.00 1.00 28142
Personal votes (share of party total) 0.05 0.08 0.00 0.78 28142
New candidate 0.38 0.49 0.00 1.00 28142
Previously elected 2003-2015 (count) 0.38 0.85 0.00 4.00 28142
Mayor (any previous election) 0.01 0.11 0.00 1.00 28142
Age 49.23 14.45 18.00 94.00 28142
Woman 0.43 0.49 0.00 1.00 28142
Log (Income) 12.78 1.20 3.71 15.66 28142
Union member 0.51 0.50 0.00 1.00 28142
Donations (NOK 10000) 0.17 0.50 0.00 4.00 28142
Municipal employee 0.30 0.46 0.00 1.00 28142
High education 0.46 0.50 0.00 1.00 28142
Immigrant 0.08 0.27 0.00 1.00 28142
N 28142
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Figure A.4: Allocation structures
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Note: The figure shows the fraction of local party lists choosing the different allocation structures corre-
sponding to Remarks 1-4 in the 2019 election as a function of the average local party vote share in year
2003 to 2015. In the graph, we use the following definitions:

• Bottom competition for 0 < na ≤ N

• Top competition for na ≥ N

• Top+Bottom competition for na ∈ (N,N)

• Open list for na = 0

The sample is restricted to the seven main parties. We drop municipalities involved in mergers. Each of
the ten binned scatterpoints in each panel contains about the same number of observations.
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Table A.3: Full regression results from Figure 1

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Adv 2 Adv 3 Adv 4 Adv 5

Rank1 X Top Competition 0.095∗∗∗ 0.045∗∗∗ 0.046∗∗ 0.019
(0.013) (0.015) (0.019) (0.020)

Rank2 X Top Competition 0.041∗∗∗ 0.033∗∗∗ 0.046∗∗∗ 0.044∗∗∗
(0.007) (0.012) (0.011) (0.013)

Rank3 X Top Competition 0.006 0.023∗∗ 0.037∗∗∗ 0.043∗∗∗
(0.006) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

Rank4 X Top Competition -0.004 0.007 0.029∗∗∗ 0.011
(0.005) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)

Rank5 X Top Competition -0.010∗∗ 0.005 -0.003 0.014∗∗
(0.004) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007)

Rank6 X Top Competition -0.010∗∗∗ -0.003 -0.011∗∗ -0.008
(0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.007)

Rank7 X Top Competition -0.011∗∗∗ -0.002 -0.007 0.005
(0.003) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005)

Rank8 X Top Competition -0.007∗ -0.004 -0.005 -0.010∗∗
(0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004)

Rank9 X Top Competition -0.007∗∗∗ -0.002 -0.005 -0.004
(0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Rank10 X Top Competition -0.004 -0.005∗ -0.004 -0.002
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004)

New candidate 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Elected one time before 0.018∗∗∗ 0.020∗∗∗ 0.012∗∗∗ 0.008∗∗∗
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002)

Elected two times before 0.021∗∗∗ 0.028∗∗∗ 0.017∗∗∗ 0.014∗∗∗
(0.003) (0.005) (0.004) (0.003)

Elected three times before 0.032∗∗∗ 0.030∗∗∗ 0.033∗∗∗ 0.005
(0.005) (0.007) (0.007) (0.004)

Elected four times before 0.034∗∗∗ 0.048∗∗∗ 0.021∗∗ 0.016∗∗
(0.008) (0.012) (0.010) (0.006)

Mayor (any previous election) 0.027∗∗∗ 0.049∗∗∗ 0.039∗∗ 0.034∗∗
(0.009) (0.018) (0.019) (0.017)

Age (standardized) -0.006∗∗∗ -0.005∗∗∗ -0.006∗∗∗ -0.004∗∗∗
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Woman -0.004∗∗∗ -0.004∗∗∗ -0.003∗∗∗ -0.004∗∗∗
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Log (Income) 0.002∗∗∗ 0.003∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗ 0.000
(0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000)

Union member -0.001 -0.003 -0.003∗ -0.002
(0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002)

Donations (NOK 10000) 0.003∗∗∗ 0.008∗∗∗ 0.006∗∗∗ 0.006∗∗
(0.001) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003)

Municipal employee -0.000 0.002 0.001 0.001
(0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)

High education 0.007∗∗∗ 0.007∗∗∗ 0.003∗∗ 0.001
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Immigrant -0.006∗∗∗ -0.003 -0.002 -0.003
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Mean of outcome variable 0.055 0.053 0.047 0.034
Within R-squared 0.71 0.71 0.74 0.79
Observations 10412 4218 3871 2700
Rank FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Party FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: The baseline sample is all the candidates running for one of the seven main parties in the 2019 local election.

We drop all lists where we fail to match any candidates with administrative data from Statistics Norway. We split the

sample by the number of advantaged candidates (given in the title of each column). We pool cases where the advantage is

given to 5-6 candidates because of few observations. Standard errors are clustered at the municipal level and reported in

parentheses. * denotes 10% statistical significance, ** 5% and *** 1%.A16



Table A.4: Who gets the advantage? Heterogenous effects by national party

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
SV A SP V KRF H FRP

New candidate 0.001 -0.025∗∗∗ -0.006 -0.022∗ -0.031∗∗ -0.023∗∗ -0.057∗∗∗
(0.015) (0.008) (0.007) (0.013) (0.013) (0.010) (0.013)

Elected one time before 0.200∗∗∗ 0.194∗∗∗ 0.190∗∗∗ 0.233∗∗∗ 0.288∗∗∗ 0.165∗∗∗ 0.230∗∗∗
(0.027) (0.014) (0.017) (0.036) (0.036) (0.019) (0.031)

Elected two times before 0.260∗∗∗ 0.255∗∗∗ 0.314∗∗∗ 0.339∗∗∗ 0.340∗∗∗ 0.286∗∗∗ 0.273∗∗∗
(0.046) (0.020) (0.026) (0.044) (0.046) (0.027) (0.034)

Elected three times before 0.327∗∗∗ 0.268∗∗∗ 0.340∗∗∗ 0.359∗∗∗ 0.298∗∗∗ 0.285∗∗∗ 0.407∗∗∗
(0.070) (0.029) (0.041) (0.072) (0.069) (0.041) (0.043)

Elected four times before 0.515∗∗∗ 0.338∗∗∗ 0.455∗∗∗ 0.502∗∗∗ 0.492∗∗∗ 0.349∗∗∗ 0.543∗∗∗
(0.090) (0.038) (0.057) (0.117) (0.111) (0.059) (0.051)

Mayor (any previous election) -0.443∗∗∗ 0.426∗∗∗ 0.257∗∗∗ 0.109 0.143 0.274∗∗∗ -0.008
(0.069) (0.037) (0.055) (0.155) (0.150) (0.067) (0.127)

Age (standardized) -0.052∗∗∗ -0.031∗∗∗ -0.022∗∗∗ -0.028∗∗∗ -0.011∗ -0.021∗∗∗ -0.039∗∗∗
(0.008) (0.005) (0.004) (0.007) (0.007) (0.005) (0.008)

Woman -0.008 0.021∗∗∗ 0.005 -0.000 -0.017 0.035∗∗∗ 0.019
(0.010) (0.005) (0.006) (0.010) (0.012) (0.007) (0.013)

Log (Income) 0.009∗∗ 0.024∗∗∗ 0.012∗∗∗ 0.015∗∗∗ 0.019∗∗∗ 0.023∗∗∗ 0.020∗∗∗
(0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.005)

Union member 0.011 -0.003 0.005 0.001 -0.004 -0.009 -0.014
(0.014) (0.009) (0.008) (0.013) (0.016) (0.010) (0.016)

Donations (NOK 10000) 0.020 0.018 0.006 0.006 -0.008 -0.008 0.023
(0.017) (0.021) (0.017) (0.015) (0.006) (0.012) (0.024)

Municipal employee -0.009 0.015∗ 0.016∗ 0.003 0.022 0.019 0.067∗∗∗
(0.014) (0.008) (0.009) (0.016) (0.016) (0.012) (0.023)

High education 0.019 0.032∗∗∗ 0.029∗∗∗ 0.030∗∗ 0.046∗∗∗ 0.014 0.040∗∗
(0.014) (0.008) (0.008) (0.014) (0.015) (0.009) (0.019)

Immigrant -0.013 -0.050∗∗∗ -0.027∗ 0.005 0.001 -0.017 -0.034
(0.019) (0.011) (0.014) (0.018) (0.021) (0.015) (0.024)

Mean of outcome variable 0.137 0.126 0.090 0.122 0.126 0.119 0.163
Within R-squared 0.08 0.22 0.20 0.12 0.18 0.15 0.19
Observations 3129 6570 6058 2566 2266 4800 2753
Party FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: The baseline sample is all the candidates running for one of the seven main parties in the 2019 local election. We

drop all lists where we fail to match any candidates with administrative data from Statistics Norway. Standard errors are

clustered at the municipal level and reported in parentheses. * denotes 10% statistical significance, ** 5% and *** 1%.
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Table A.5: Who gets the advantage? Heterogenous effects by party bloc

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Left Center Right (1) - (2) (1) - (3) (2) - (3)

New candidate -0.015∗∗ -0.013∗∗ -0.037∗∗∗ -0.001 0.023∗∗ 0.024∗∗
(0.007) (0.006) (0.008) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

Elected one time before 0.201∗∗∗ 0.217∗∗∗ 0.185∗∗∗ -0.016 0.016 0.032
(0.013) (0.015) (0.016) (0.020) (0.021) (0.021)

Elected two times before 0.264∗∗∗ 0.326∗∗∗ 0.284∗∗∗ -0.062∗∗ -0.021 0.042
(0.019) (0.021) (0.022) (0.027) (0.028) (0.030)

Elected three times before 0.281∗∗∗ 0.337∗∗∗ 0.336∗∗∗ -0.056 -0.055 0.000
(0.027) (0.030) (0.031) (0.040) (0.039) (0.043)

Elected four times before 0.377∗∗∗ 0.471∗∗∗ 0.443∗∗∗ -0.094∗ -0.066 0.028
(0.035) (0.045) (0.039) (0.054) (0.053) (0.055)

Mayor (any previous election) 0.393∗∗∗ 0.227∗∗∗ 0.194∗∗∗ 0.166∗∗∗ 0.200∗∗∗ 0.034
(0.037) (0.049) (0.057) (0.063) (0.070) (0.076)

Age (standardized) -0.038∗∗∗ -0.021∗∗∗ -0.029∗∗∗ -0.017∗∗∗ -0.009 0.008
(0.004) (0.003) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006)

Woman 0.012∗∗ -0.001 0.030∗∗∗ 0.013∗ -0.018∗∗ -0.031∗∗∗
(0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.007) (0.009) (0.008)

Log (Income) 0.019∗∗∗ 0.014∗∗∗ 0.022∗∗∗ 0.005 -0.003 -0.008∗∗
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.004)

Union member 0.002 0.002 -0.011 -0.001 0.012 0.013
(0.007) (0.006) (0.008) (0.010) (0.012) (0.011)

Donations (NOK 10000) 0.012 -0.004 0.003 0.016 0.009 -0.006
(0.013) (0.005) (0.011) (0.014) (0.017) (0.012)

Municipal employee 0.008 0.015∗∗ 0.035∗∗∗ -0.008 -0.028∗∗ -0.020
(0.007) (0.007) (0.011) (0.010) (0.013) (0.013)

High education 0.027∗∗∗ 0.033∗∗∗ 0.020∗∗ -0.006 0.007 0.013
(0.007) (0.006) (0.008) (0.010) (0.011) (0.010)

Immigrant -0.035∗∗∗ -0.009 -0.021∗ -0.026∗ -0.014 0.012
(0.010) (0.010) (0.012) (0.014) (0.016) (0.016)

Mean of outcome variable 0.129 0.105 0.135 0.117 0.132 0.117
Within R-squared 0.16 0.17 0.16 0.17 0.16 0.17
Observations 9699 10890 7553 20589 17252 18443
Party FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: The baseline sample is all the candidates running for one of the seven main parties in the 2019 local election. We

drop all lists where we fail to match any candidates with administrative data from Statistics Norway. Standard errors are

clustered at the municipal level and reported in parentheses. * denotes 10% statistical significance, ** 5% and *** 1%.
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Table A.6: Who gets the advantage? Heterogenous effects by list’s previous success in
winning mayoral office

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Never Sometimes Always (1) - (2) (1) - (3) (2) - (3)

New candidate -0.021∗∗∗ -0.020∗∗∗ -0.029∗∗ 0.001 -0.008 0.008
(0.005) (0.006) (0.014) (0.008) (0.014) (0.015)

Elected one time before 0.240∗∗∗ 0.166∗∗∗ 0.165∗∗∗ -0.074∗∗∗ -0.075∗∗ 0.001
(0.012) (0.012) (0.028) (0.016) (0.030) (0.031)

Elected two times before 0.330∗∗∗ 0.272∗∗∗ 0.284∗∗∗ -0.058∗∗ -0.046 -0.012
(0.018) (0.018) (0.035) (0.025) (0.038) (0.039)

Elected three times before 0.385∗∗∗ 0.328∗∗∗ 0.316∗∗∗ -0.057 -0.069 0.012
(0.027) (0.025) (0.043) (0.036) (0.050) (0.050)

Elected four times before 0.554∗∗∗ 0.476∗∗∗ 0.412∗∗∗ -0.077∗ -0.142∗∗ 0.065
(0.032) (0.035) (0.059) (0.046) (0.063) (0.068)

Age (standardized) -0.030∗∗∗ -0.025∗∗∗ -0.043∗∗∗ 0.005 -0.013 0.018∗∗
(0.003) (0.004) (0.008) (0.005) (0.008) (0.009)

Woman 0.005 0.018∗∗∗ 0.021∗∗ 0.013∗∗ 0.015 -0.003
(0.004) (0.004) (0.010) (0.006) (0.011) (0.010)

Log (Income) 0.015∗∗∗ 0.024∗∗∗ 0.025∗∗∗ 0.009∗∗∗ 0.009∗ -0.000
(0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.003) (0.005) (0.005)

Union member 0.003 -0.016∗∗ -0.017 -0.019∗∗ -0.020 0.001
(0.006) (0.006) (0.019) (0.009) (0.020) (0.020)

Donations (NOK 10000) 0.002 -0.003 -0.008 -0.005 -0.010 0.004
(0.005) (0.009) (0.019) (0.010) (0.019) (0.020)

Municipal employee 0.012∗ 0.027∗∗∗ 0.050∗∗∗ 0.015 0.038∗∗ -0.023
(0.007) (0.008) (0.017) (0.009) (0.018) (0.018)

High education 0.025∗∗∗ 0.036∗∗∗ 0.028∗ 0.011 0.003 0.008
(0.006) (0.006) (0.016) (0.008) (0.018) (0.017)

Immigrant -0.019∗∗ -0.022∗∗ -0.058∗∗∗ -0.003 -0.039∗ 0.036∗
(0.008) (0.011) (0.018) (0.013) (0.020) (0.021)

Mean of outcome variable 0.130 0.108 0.119 0.122 0.128 0.110
Within R-squared 0.14 0.17 0.19 0.15 0.15 0.18
Observations 16577 9693 1872 26270 18449 11565
Party FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: The baseline sample is all the candidates running for one of the seven main parties in the 2019 local election. We

drop all lists where we fail to match any candidates with administrative data from Statistics Norway. Standard errors are

clustered at the municipal level and reported in parentheses. * denotes 10% statistical significance, ** 5% and *** 1%.

We drop municipalities involved in mergers during the 2003-2019 period.
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Table A.7: Personal vote determinants: Heterogenous effects by national party

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
SV A SP V KRF H FRP

New candidate -0.004 0.002∗∗ 0.002 -0.009∗∗ -0.005 -0.001 -0.010∗∗∗
(0.003) (0.001) (0.001) (0.004) (0.004) (0.002) (0.003)

Elected one time before 0.058∗∗∗ 0.038∗∗∗ 0.054∗∗∗ 0.092∗∗∗ 0.106∗∗∗ 0.050∗∗∗ 0.070∗∗∗
(0.006) (0.002) (0.003) (0.010) (0.010) (0.004) (0.008)

Elected two times before 0.087∗∗∗ 0.047∗∗∗ 0.080∗∗∗ 0.140∗∗∗ 0.129∗∗∗ 0.074∗∗∗ 0.122∗∗∗
(0.012) (0.003) (0.005) (0.015) (0.014) (0.006) (0.012)

Elected three times before 0.109∗∗∗ 0.050∗∗∗ 0.083∗∗∗ 0.152∗∗∗ 0.138∗∗∗ 0.081∗∗∗ 0.156∗∗∗
(0.020) (0.005) (0.008) (0.022) (0.021) (0.009) (0.017)

Elected four times before 0.183∗∗∗ 0.037∗∗∗ 0.116∗∗∗ 0.217∗∗∗ 0.181∗∗∗ 0.078∗∗∗ 0.186∗∗∗
(0.023) (0.006) (0.013) (0.036) (0.031) (0.012) (0.017)

Mayor (any previous election) -0.021 0.172∗∗∗ 0.097∗∗∗ 0.103 0.109∗∗ 0.142∗∗∗ 0.117∗∗
(0.037) (0.011) (0.013) (0.069) (0.045) (0.020) (0.050)

Age (standardized) -0.023∗∗∗ -0.008∗∗∗ -0.007∗∗∗ -0.015∗∗∗ -0.010∗∗∗ -0.008∗∗∗ -0.016∗∗∗
(0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002)

Woman -0.005∗ -0.003∗∗ -0.004∗∗∗ -0.010∗∗∗ -0.010∗∗∗ -0.004∗∗ -0.013∗∗∗
(0.003) (0.001) (0.001) (0.004) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003)

Log (Income) 0.003∗∗ 0.004∗∗∗ 0.005∗∗∗ 0.005∗∗∗ 0.009∗∗∗ 0.006∗∗∗ 0.008∗∗∗
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Union member -0.000 -0.002 -0.002 0.000 -0.004 -0.004∗∗ -0.007∗
(0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.004) (0.004) (0.002) (0.004)

Donations (NOK 10000) 0.016∗∗∗ 0.006∗∗ 0.002 0.010 0.003∗∗ 0.005 0.005
(0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.006) (0.002) (0.003) (0.006)

Municipal employee 0.004 0.003∗∗ 0.005∗∗∗ 0.006 0.005 0.003 0.013∗∗
(0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.004) (0.005) (0.002) (0.005)

High education 0.014∗∗∗ 0.010∗∗∗ 0.010∗∗∗ 0.021∗∗∗ 0.016∗∗∗ 0.010∗∗∗ 0.015∗∗∗
(0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.004) (0.004) (0.002) (0.005)

Immigrant -0.009∗∗ -0.009∗∗∗ -0.010∗∗∗ -0.008 -0.010∗ -0.008∗∗∗ -0.000
(0.004) (0.002) (0.003) (0.005) (0.005) (0.003) (0.007)

Mean of outcome variable 0.058 0.043 0.046 0.064 0.072 0.052 0.067
Within R-squared 0.18 0.41 0.33 0.25 0.33 0.26 0.32
Observations 3129 6570 6058 2566 2266 4800 2753
Party FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: The baseline sample is all the candidates running for one of the seven main parties in the 2019 local election. We

drop all lists where we fail to match any candidates with administrative data from Statistics Norway. Standard errors are

clustered at the municipal level and reported in parentheses. * denotes 10% statistical significance, ** 5% and *** 1%.
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