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Incumbent candidates often enjoy a large electoral advantage over their opponents. In the United

States, candidates to the Senate (Cattaneo, Frandsen and Titiunik 2015) or, more controversially,

the House (Lee 2008; Erikson and Titiunik 2015) who win a seat by a small margin receive an

average 7-10 percentage point bonus over comparable candidates who lose narrowly. Comparable

effects have been documented in a multiplicity of countries, including Denmark, Finland, Norway,

Portugal and Argentina (e.g., Dahlgaard, 2016; Kotakorpi, Poutvaara and Terviö, 2017; Fiva and

Smith, 2018; Lopes da Fonseca, 2017; Micozzi and Lucardi, 2021).

To a large extent, this advantage seems to be personal – i.e., accruing to an individual politician

– rather than partisan – the electoral benefit a party can expect from having representation in

a given district. Exploiting term limits, Fowler and Hall (2014) and Lopes da Fonseca (2017)

explicitly document that the advantage parties enjoy in US state elections and Portuguese mayoral

races, respectively, disappears once politicians are forced to retire. Similarly, the incumbency

advantage in the United States increased after the introduction of the open primary, which induced

incumbent legislators to cultivate a personal vote (Olson 2020).

To the extent that party affiliation matters, its effect seems to be mostly negative. Brazilian

(Klašnja and Titiunik 2017), Mexican (Lucardi and Rosas 2016) and Romanian (Klašnja 2015)

parties that narrowly win a municipal election are more likely to lose the municipal government

the next time around. Studies of how control over a given office affect electoral races for other

offices – where only partisan effects are possible – is also consistent with this story: US governors

hurt their party’s electoral chances in the state legislature (Folke and Snyder 2012) or presidential

races (Erikson, Folke and Snyder 2015), as do Brazilian mayors when their party labels are strong

(Feierherd 2020). Lack of evidence for reverse coattails in the US (Broockman 2009) is also

consistent with this claim.

In this paper, we extend this research agenda to the mayors in the province of Buenos Aires

(henceforth, PBA), Argentina’s largest subnational unit. Our contribution lies in exploiting the

electoral calendar to compare incumbency effects depending on the strength of mayors’ incentives
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to mobilize on behalf of their copartisans. First, lack of mayoral term limits makes the PBA a

most likely case for the incumbent party to profit from incumbency in executive elections. Second,

midterm elections to renew half of the local council give mayors a strong incentive to help their

copartisans in local races in order to increase their legislative support. Finally, mayors have weak

incentives to mobilize voters for their party in national – congressional or presidential – elections:

not only are they unlikely to affect the outcome (the final result depends on what happens in other

districts), they may also want to dissociate their electoral fate from rival or unpopular copartisans.

Thus, we expect strong incumbency effects in local executive races, where mayors have their

own political future at stake; weaker effects in midterm elections at the local level, where mayors

have a stake in the outcome but do not appear on the ballot; and nil or even negative effects in

national contests, where the stakes for mayors are lower. Our regression discontinuity estimates

are consistent with this story. Candidates from Argentina’s main two parties – the Peronist or

Justicialist Party (PJ) and the Radical Civic Union (UCR) – are 24 to 29 percentage points more

likely to re-capture the local government following a narrow victory in a mayoral election. In

both cases, the incumbent party’s list receives an additional 4-6 pp. boost in its vote share, which

translates into a 3-7 pp. increase in the proportion of council seats captured. However, this electoral

dominance completely vanishes in federal races, even though local and federal races are held in

the same day and the voting technology (described in detail below) discourages split-ticket voting.

Recent research has shown that incumbent parties in Brazil, India, Mexico, and Romania face

an “incumbency curse” rather than an advantage. Such curse may arise from a multiplicity of

hard-to-change factors, such as corruption, limited fiscal (and state) capacity, weak party labels or

voters’ limited information (Klašnja, 2015; Klašnja and Titiunik, 2017; Feierherd, 2020; Lucardi

and Rosas, 2016; Schiumerini, N.d.; Uppal, 2009). In contrast, our findings show that this incum-

bency curse is not an inevitable feature of young democracies. Moreover, our theoretical argument

implies that the incumbency advantage (or lack thereof) may also arise from incumbents’ strategic

decisions to exert effort on behalf of their copartisans – or not. Institutions that alter these incen-
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tives may thus affect incumbency effects. In this regard, our findings are consistent with recent

work by Novaes (2018) – who finds that congressional candidates in Brazil do better in districts

controlled by copartisans only when institutional rules discourage party switching – and Olson

(2020) – who traces the origins of the incumbency advantage in the US to the direct primary and

the concomitant need to cultivate a personal vote.

1 Theoretical framework

Incumbency effects refer to the (ceteris paribus) consequences that occupying certain offices has on

some outcomes of interest. In this paper we focus on how capturing an executive office at t affects

a party’s electoral fortunes at t+1. This effect includes both a personal and a partisan component

(Fowler and Hall 2014; Erikson and Titiunik 2015; Lopes da Fonseca 2017). The former captures

the extent to which incumbents promote – and voters endorse – their own individual characteristics,

such as competence, charisma, personal integrity, and so on.

Yet voters may also infer that incumbents’ (un)desirable characteristics or actions also extend

to their copartisans, which will make them more (or less) likely to support other candidates from

the same party even when the incumbent is not in the ballot. Partisan affiliations and labels reflect

not only the ideological standing of politicians, but also the degree to which their reputations spill

over to their copartisans. Similarly, incumbents may campaign, spend public resources, or take

other actions that tip the balance in favor of their parties’ candidates. However, where party labels

or organizations are weak, citizens may fail to associate copartisans and incumbents may refuse to

mobilize resources for their parties. Thus, the partisan incumbency effect may be either positive,

negative, or null; for instance, if voters do not attribute the actions of the incumbent to her party.

Alternatively, voters may support the opposition in midterm elections in order to get a legislature

that effectively controls the incumbent or is ideologically moderate (Folke and Snyder 2012).
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Of course, when incumbents run for reelection, separating the personal from the partisan in-

cumbency advantage is difficult. But when they can be disentangled – due to term limits, open

seats, or by looking at elections for different offices – the evidence overwhelmingly supports the

claim that while the personal incumbency advantage is positive (and large), the partisan advantage

is nil or even negative (Broockman 2009; Folke and Snyder 2012; Fowler and Hall 2014; Erikson

and Titiunik 2015; Lucardi and Rosas 2016; Lopes da Fonseca 2017; Klašnja and Titiunik 2017;

Feierherd 2020; Olson 2020; Schiumerini N.d.).

We underscore two facts that may explain the direction of partisan incumbency effects. First,

incumbents can choose how long and how hard they campaign, both for their own re-election and

on behalf of their copartisans. This is no small matter, as popular politicians often endorse other

candidates – not only through low-costs channels such as photos or social media posts but also

by making campaign appearances, spending resources, or mobilizing their patronage machines.

Incumbents’ (perceived) integrity and capacity to improve voters’ livelihoods also depend, in part,

on how much effort they choose to exert. But if, say, voters support the opposition in midterm

elections as a means of balancing the governing party’s power, incumbents may have little influence

on the matter.

Second, an incumbent’s willingness to exert effort will depend on two factors: how much she

cares about the outcome (Novaes 2018; Rosas and Lucardi 2020); and how much her effort can

influence the outcome in question (Anzia 2011; Rau, Sarkar and Stokes N.d.). Naturally, incum-

bents should place foremost weight in their own re-election chances. But sometimes incumbents

have a direct stake in their copartisans’ electoral success, too. This may be due to ideological con-

siderations, factional affiliations, or because they expect higher-level copartisans to favor them in

the disbursement of funds. More relevant for this paper, midterm legislative elections give sitting

executives a strong incentive to help their copartisans in order to maximize the number of seats

they control in the legislature. By contrast, when an unpopular or rival copartisan is on the ballot,

incumbents may deliberately try to distance from her, and may even switch parties.
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Even if they care about their copartisans’ electoral fate, however, incumbents’ incentives to

mobilize voters will also depend on whether they can make a difference to the outcome. In a

presidential election with up to 25 million voters, the mayor of a municipality with just 10,000

inhabitaants is unlikely to affect the national outcome. She may be more likely to affect the number

of seats in the national legislature – either because districts are smaller or because the marginal

legislative seat is more closely contested than the presidency – but a single seat in the national

legislature may be not worth the effort. But she can probably make a difference in legislative

elections in her own municipality, which will directly affect her capacity to govern. She will thus

pay more attention to – and exert more effort in – these contests.

2 Institutional Background

The province of Buenos Aires (PBA) offers an ideal scenario to evaluate the extent to which incum-

bency effects depend on the institutional context. With almost 40% of the country’s population,

it is a crucial district in both presidential and congressional elections. Its 135 mayors1 control

well-oiled patronage machines and often seek re-election, which leads us to expect positive in-

cumbency effects. At the same time, while electoral competition is structured along party lines,

both the electoral calendar, institutional decentralization, and intra-party factionalism mean that

mayors’ incentives to collaborate with their parties vary greatly at the local and national levels.

1In 1983, the PBA had 125 municipalities. Since then, a series of splits (mostly in 1995) increased the number to 135.
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(a) PJ - Conurbano (b) UCR - Conurbano

(c) PJ - Interior (d) UCR - Interior

Figure 1: Average vote percentage in municipal elections, 1983-2019. The boundaries of the Conurbano
have changed over time. Panels (a) and (b) graph the 33 municipalities listed in provincial law #13473 of
2006.
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The PBA is highly diverse. In 2019, its largest municipalities – such as La Matanza (1.12M

registered voters) or Lomas de Zamora (0.54M) – had more inhabitants than the country’s five least

populated provinces, making their mayors national political players. At the same time, the median

municipality had less than 30K registered voters. These distinctions follow clear geographical

lines. The bulk of the province’s population is located in the Conurbano, a conurbated region and

former industrial belt surrounding the City of Buenos Aires. While the Conurbano includes some

affluent districts, it also concentrates roughly 25% of Argentina’s poor.

As Figure 1 shows, the Conurbano is a major electoral stronghold of the Partido Justicialista

or Peronista (PJ), Argentina’s major political party.2 In contrast, and with the exception of two

wealthy municipalities, its main rival, the Unión Cı́vica Radical (UCR) has fared abysmally in the

area (see Figure 1b). While both parties employ networks of party brokers, it is the Peronists who

have the strongest clientelistic networks in the Conurbano (Calvo and Murillo, 2013). Both parties

fare well in the far less populated municipalities that compose the “Interior” region, which is home

to the country’s agricultural heartland (see the bottom panels of Figure 1).3

Unlike their counterparts in Mexico (no immediate re-election of any kind before 2014) or

Brazil (where mayors are limited to a maximum of two consecutive terms), PBA mayors face no

term limits.4 Table 1 shows that they make ample use of this opportunity: 75% of PJ and UCR

mayors elected in 2011 or 2015 sought re-election, and 74% of them (roughly 55% of the sample)

were successful. Only 26% of mayors run and lost the election in 2011 and 2015.5

2The PJ controlled the presidency 24 out of 36 years between 1983 and 2019 (1989-1999 and 2001-2015), and gov-

erned the PBA consecutively between 1987 and 2015. It recaptured both offices in 2019.

3Figure A4 shows an almost identical pattern in federal elections.

4This is scheduled to change in 2023, when mayors elected in 2015 will not be eligible to running for a third term.

5We do no have the names of mayoral candidates for previous years. The average hides substantial variation across

years in reelection rates. These differences may be explained by lower re-running rates among incumbents in 2015,

which partly reflect the rising of electoral support for the UCR and its allies.
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Table 1: Re-running and re-election rates PBA mayors, 2011 & 2015 cohorts

Re-runs Wins Loses

Cohort Sample size N % N % N %

2011-2015 115 78 67.8 46 59.0 32 41.0
2015-2019 120 97 80.8 83 85.6 14 14.4

Total 235 175 74.5 129 73.7 46 26.3

Source: own data based on official party ballots.

Furthermore, the electoral calendar provides mayors with plenty of opportunities to exert their

electoral influence. Mayors and local councilors serve four-year terms. Yet while half of a munici-

pality’s council is elected concurrently with the mayor using closed-list proportional representation

and a fused vote,6 the other half are elected two years later in a midterm election. With a single

exception,7 these elections were always held in the same day as provincial – for governor and

provincial legislators – and national – for president and national legislators – elections. This holds

for both concurrent and midterm elections: both Argentina and the province of Buenos Aires renew

their legislatures by halves (or, in the case of the Argentine Senate, by thirds) every two years.

This is especially relevant given the voting technology employed in Argentina: parties print

their own ballots, with ballots for all offices arranged in hierarchical order in the same sheet –

literally, “sábana” – of paper.8 While parties may present candidates for just a subset of offices

and voters are allowed to physically “cut” the sheet in order to vote for different parties to different

offices, the costs of doing so, combined with the visibility of higher-level candidates – notably

presidential ones – discourage split-ticket voting (Barnes, Tchintian and Alles 2017). Nonetheless,

6That is, voters cannot pick a mayor from one party and a list of councilors from another.

7In 2003, the presidential election was held in April, whereas all other elections took place in September.

8The order of the candidacies is as follows: president, national senators, national deputies, provincial governor, provin-

cial senators, provincial deputies, and the fused list of mayor and councilors.
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mayors who want to separate their electoral fortunes from their party’s have some means of doing

so, for example by distributing already-cut ballots before election day.

Argentina’s two main parties have widely recognizable labels – certainly no less than Brazil’s

PT (Feierherd 2020) –, but they are organizationally weak. Since 2001, in particular, the party

system has strongly denationalized, with local, provincial, and national politicians enjoying sub-

stantial autonomy from each other (Calvo and Escolar, 2005). While mayors often control their

party’s nominations for the local council, the PBA’s outsized influence in national politics means

that the list of candidates for the national Congress9 is put together by the president and the provin-

cial governor (Cherny, Figueroa and Scherlis, 2018).

Finally, and contrary to the assumption that members from the same party will work jointly

to improve their common electoral fate, intra-party groups often seek to undermine the power of

rival factions (Rosas and Lucardi, 2020). Every time an election approaches, the Argentine media

is full of notes discussing whether mayors will “work” to help their copartisan candidates running

for other offices, or perhaps “betray” them.

For example, in the 2009 midterm, former president and then First Gentleman Néstor Kirchner

decided to head the PJ’s list of candidates for national deputy in order to obtain a province-wide

(and thus national-wide) victory that would help him and his wife in the 2011 presidential contest.

Yet a dip in popularity after the financial crisis and a major conflict with the country’s farmers in

2008 made Kirchner fearful that his copartisan Peronist mayors would not mobilize many voters

in favor of his list. To ensure that they would, Kirchner pressured mayors to head the list of

local councilors in their districts. While these mayors did not intend to become local councilors

– they were expected to resign before assuming their new post, thus retaining the mayoralty –,

appearing in the ballot gave them a direct stake in the election result, aligning their incentives with

9PBA legislators comprise 27.2% of the national Chamber of Deputies.
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Kirchner’s.10 The bet, however, did not pay off: in several municipalities with a Peronist mayor,

the PJ’s local council lists did much better than the national party list headed by Kirchner.11

Ten years later, as president Mauricio Macri – who governed in alliance with the UCR – was

seeking his own reelection, there was concern among his party’s mayors that Macri’s unpopular

austerity policies would hurt their electoral chances. The media reported that some mayors –

as well as the provincial governor, who was much more popular than Macri – proposed to hold

provincial (and local) and national elections in different days. In the end, all elections were held

simultaneously, but several mayors from Macri’s party retained their offices even in districts where

the president lost by 10 percentage points or more – suggesting the extensive use of “cut ballots.”12

3 Hypotheses

Summing up, in settings in which (a) party brands are somewhat strong; (b) local executives control

strong patronage machines and (c) can and often seek reelection; and (d) part of the local legislature

is elected in midterm elections, we hypothesize that:

• H1. Incumbency effects should be strongest in local executive elections in which mayors’

own personal electoral fortunes are at stake.

• H2. Incumbency effects should also be positive in midterm elections that affect the compo-

sition of the local legislature.

• H3. Incumbency effects should be weakest in elections for higher-level offices, such as the

national Congress or the presidency.

10“The Glass Empties for the Kirchners,” The Economist, 20-JUN-2009.

11“Datos de las 2.15. Dura Derrota de Kirchner,” La Nación, 29-JUN-2009.

12Matı́as Russo Coroman, “Los Intendentes de Juntos por el Cambio Hicieron Valer el Corte de Boleta y Retuvieron

Importantes Distritos del Conurbano,” Infobae, 28-OCT-2019.
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4 Data and research design

4.1 Data

Our sample includes all mayoral and council elections in the PBA, as well as the municipal returns

for all presidential and lower house elections between 1983 and 2019.13 The main issue with the

data are party names. The low cost of forming new parties sometimes leads to the proliferation of

“mirror” lists – lists that present the exact same candidates under different party labels.14 More

importantly, warring factions inside the PJ sometimes solve their internal differences by presenting

different lists on election day, letting voters adjudicate between competing claimants to the party

leadership. This means that in 1985, 2005 and 2017 the PJ presented at least two viable lists in

most municipalities. Since their votes could not be added up and we could not determine which

list was supported by the incumbent mayor, in these years we identify the PJ with the “official”

party list, i.e. the one supported by provincial party authorities.15

4.2 Research design

The main identification challenge when studying the incumbency advantage is that a party’s un-

derlying level of electoral support in a district should boost its chances of winning both the current

election and future ones. We thus follow the literature and employ a regression discontinuity (RD)

design, comparing elections in which a party closely won to those in which the same party lost by

13The former is from the Junta Electoral de la Provincia de Buenos Aires. Data on national elections is from Lupu and

Stokes (2009) for 1983-2003, and R’s polAr package (Ruiz Nicolini 2020) for 2005-2019. The later only reports

preliminary results. In practice, preliminary and definitive results rarely differ by more than a percentage point.

14For seat allocation purposes, mirror lists are treated as a single list. We thus add up their votes throughout.

15The official PJ lists in 1985, 2005 and 2017 are thus the Partido Renovador, the Frente Para la Victoria and

Unidad Ciudadana, respectively. The UCR is much less problematic. We coded it as part of the Alianza and

Cambiemos/Juntos por el Cambio coalitions in 1997-99 and 2015-19, respectively, and as a single party otherwise.
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a small margin. This design relies on a basic “continuity” assumption: at the exact point where a

party wins or loses the election of interest, counterfactual outcomes should be continuous. That is,

the only differences at the discontinuity should be those affected by the outcome of the election –

i.e., whether the candidate from the party in question wins or loses the race. To estimate the effect

of local incumbency, we fit two separate local-linear regressions above and below the cutoff, using

the MSE-optimal bandwidth and robust confidence intervals developed by Calonico, Cattaneo and

Titiunik (2014).

4.3 Variables

Following standard practice in RD studies, we report separate results for each of our two reference

parties, the PJ and the UCR. These parties contested almost all mayoral elections that took place

between 1983 and 2019, and together won 1,164 out of 1,319 of them (88.2%). For the analy-

sis, we restrict the sample to mayoral elections held in concurrent years16 in which the reference

party finished in the first or second place (still the huge majority of observations; see Table A1).

The running variable is the party’s margin of victory in the municipal election. We look at four

outcomes, measured at either the future midterm (t+2) or concurrent (t+4) election:17

(1) Winning the election, i.e. being the most voted party at the municipal level. Coded as 0 or 100.

At t+2 this confers no special status, but at t+4 it means the party won the mayoral race.

(2) The party’s vote share in the municipal race, expressed as a percentage.

(3) The seat share captured in the municipal race, expressed as a percentage. Note that this is the

share of seats contested; the share of seats in the council is twice as that.

16Concurrent years are 1983, 1987, 1991, 1995, 1999, 2003, 2007, 2011 and 2015. We ignore the handful of mayoral

elections held in midterm years, where a mayor was elected to complete an unfinished term.

17We thus restrict the sample to incumbents elected between 1983 and 2015.
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(4) The party’s vote share in national elections, either for national deputies (at t+2) or president

(at t+4). Expressed as a percentage.

Table A1 presents the corresponding descriptive statistics. Figure A1 summarizes the (positive

but modest) correlation between all outcomes, and Figure A2 further visualizes the correlation

between vote shares in municipal and federal elections. Figure A3 presents the full distribution of

all outcome variables by party and election year.

5 Results

5.1 Graphical evidence

We begin by analyzing our results graphically. Panel (a) in Figure 2 presents the distribution of

outcome variables (in quantile spaced bins) and third order polynomial estimates at each side of the

discontinuity for municipalities in which PJ came in first or second place in the mayoral race. The

upper panel examines the electoral performance of the party in midterm elections; the bottom panel

presents the same measures for concurrent election years. Panel (b) repeats the same exercise for

the UCR. It seems clear that these parties perform better in places where they govern. The “jump”

in the lines around the zero threshold suggests that the positive relationship between incumbency

and future electoral performance is in fact causal. However, this effect is clearly restricted to

local elections. By contrast, there is no jump around the cutoff for either party near the threshold

when comparing the performance of parties in the vote share for federal elections – both for the

legislative midterms and for presidential races.

5.2 Regression discontinuity results

These results are confirmed by the regression analysis presented in Table 2. Panel (a) presents

estimates for the PJ and panel (b) for the UCR. Remember that PBA mayors can be reelected

13



(a) PJ – Full sample

(b) UCR – Full sample

Figure 2: Mimicking variability RD plots with quantile-spaced bins (Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik 2015).
The labels at the top indicate the outcome variables; those at the right give the date in which they were
measured. Red lines indicate the fit of a third-order polynomial regression estimated separately at each side
of the cutoff, using a uniform kernel.
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indefinitely. Thus, while we are formally estimating a partisan effect, for the mayoral race our

estimate of the incumbency advantage combines both the personal and partisan returns to incum-

bency. Instead, for the other categories we estimate a purely partisan effect, since the incumbent is

(typically) not on the ballot (with the exception of 2009).

Our analysis suggests that incumbent parties enjoy a large electoral advantage in their bid

for reelection: for the PJ, incumbency translates into an additional 24 percentage points in its

probability of reelection. For the UCR, the returns to incumbency are even greater: a 29 percentage

point increase in its reelection probability.18 Fused voting prevents voters from picking a mayor

from one party and a list of councilors from another, and thus mayors’ personal advantages increase

their parties’ vote shares by an additional 6 pp. In turn, this translates into a 6-7 pp. increase in

the proportion of seats captured when the party controls the mayoralty, relative to places where the

same party is in the opposition.

In line with our second hypothesis, local candidates from the incumbent party also benefit

during midterm elections – i.e., when the incumbent is not in the ticket but cares about the election

outcome. Incumbency adds on average a 4 pp. boost during these midterm races for both parties

(both effects are statistically significant at the .1 level). We also estimate an increased probability of

finishing first and capturing additional seats in the local council. These coefficients are reasonably

large: the PJ (UCR) is 16 (10) pp. more likely to come in first in the midterm election, and can

expect to capture an additional 4 (3) percentage points of seats in local council elections, though

neither of these effects is statistically significant at conventional levels.

18Battocchio (2018) finds a similar effect of incumbency on the probability of reelection for the UCR; for the PJ,

however, he finds smaller and statistically insignificant coefficients. We attribute this discrepancy to the fact that we

employ different coding rules for the PJ: while we focus on the “official” list (see fn. 15), he looks at the Peronist

ticket with the best electoral performance (see p. 144). The way he deals with mirror lists – which the PJ employed

much more frequently than the UCR – is also unclear.
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Table 2: Mayoral incumbency effects in the province of Buenos Aires, 1983-2015

vote share seat share vote share
winner (municipal) (municipal) (federal)

(a) PJ t +2 t +4 t +2 t +4 t +2 t +4 t +2 t +4

estimate (τ̂RD) 15.54 23.83 4.12 5.77 4.41 7.06 1.31 3.38
95% CI [-0.2:31.8] [9.0:42.6] [0.5:8.2] [2.3:10.4] [-0.4:9.6] [2.8:12.9] [-3.3:4.9] [-0.3:8.8]
p-value 0.10 0.01 0.06 0.01 0.13 0.01 0.74 0.11
bwd. 13.33 14.11 13.21 11.29 13.82 12.92 16.40 8.95
N 306|266 313|275 305|264 260|228 312|272 299|260 334|312 161|146
control mean 30.24 31.85 32.44 38.15 37.05 42.13 29.71 37.69

(b) UCR

estimate (τ̂RD) 9.64 29.07 3.54 5.94 3.34 6.48 2.41 -0.04
95% CI [-8.8:28.2] [14.0:51.3] [-0.2:8.8] [1.6:11.3] [-2.1:8.5] [1.0:12.6] [-1.3:7.3] [-8.2:7.3]
p-value 0.38 0.00 0.10 0.03 0.31 0.05 0.24 0.93
bwd. 12.90 10.52 10.38 13.91 13.48 15.26 10.94 12.78
N 213|262 171|213 170|213 219|274 216|273 242|285 170|213 143|159
control mean 22.22 19.50 30.87 31.51 33.80 33.21 30.70 27.23

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust CIs and p-values based on the MSE-optimal bandwidth
proposed by Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). The running variable is margin of victoryt . For each
reference party, the sample is restricted to municipal elections (i) held in concurrent years; and (ii) in which
the party finished in the first or second place. To calculate the estimates, we clustered observations by
municipality and fitted a separate local linear regression at both sides of the threshold, using a triangular
kernel. Reported number of observations corresponds to the effective sample size. See Table A1 for overall
sample sizes for each outcome variable.

The picture is different when we analyze the effect of incumbency on federal-level races, both

in midterm and general elections. For the PJ, we estimate a 1.3 pp. effect in midterm (legislative)

elections and a 3.4 percentage point increase in presidential contests; in both cases, however, we

fail to reject the null of no effect at the 0.10 level. Estimates for UCR are similarly small and

statistically insignificant. In sum, there is no evidence of a partisan incumbency advantage for

local parties on national elections.

While finding a positive partisan advantage is novel given largely null or even negative par-

tisan effects in other countries, the null effect of local incumbent parties on the fortune of their

copartisans running for Congress or the presidency is to some extent unsurprising. As mentioned,

mayors’ hesitancy to attach themselves and their local candidates to the fortune of copartisan can-

didates running for seats outside their districts is well documented. Mayors can take a battery of
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measures to avoid being dragged by unpopular candidates or to withdraw support from rival fac-

tions. These include delivering party ballots that are already “cut” to prevent coattail effects from

popular upper-level candidates from rival parties, and even flirting with opposition candidates dur-

ing the campaign.

5.3 Robustness

We run several robustness checks to validate our research design and findings. A potential threat to

the RD design comes from the possibility that units may sort near the threshold. Figure A7 shows

the density of the running variable for each party is continuous at the cutoff, failing to reject the

null hypothesis of no sorting for both parties. In turn, Table A2 shows “balance” tests consistent

with the continuity assumption using the lagged versions of the outcome variables. To further

increase confidence in our design, we run a placebo test. Finishing first in the midterm confers

no special institutional status. We use the vote margins of the PJ and UCR in these elections as

the forcing variable. These placebo treatments do not seem to have an effect on future electoral

outcomes (A3).

We also assessed the robustness of our results to varying specifications, including bandwidth

choice (Figure A9) and method of selecting it (Table A4); clustering standard errors by year rather

than municipality (Table A7); using a second-order polynomial instead of the local-linear regres-

sion (Table A6); and demeaning the outcome variables by municipality and year (Table A7). Our

results are robust to all these alternative specifications.

6 Conclusion

The institutional setup of the PBA allowed us to evaluate the partisan returns to incumbency across

different types of elections. While our findings are consistent with a large personal advantage, we

also show that incumbents often transfer votes to their parties, though not always. In local elections,
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where the power of mayors is at stake, we find evidence of a partisan incumbency advantage. In

national elections, in contrast, mayors probably exert less effort, either because they have less

influence over the outcome, to disassociate from unpopular candidates or undermine intra-party

rival factions, or both.

To some extent, we are unsurprised that previous studies have failed to find an incumbency

advantage in contexts with more programmatic parties, such as the US. There, voters may prefer

some partisan balance over time or may dislike parties but not individual members of these parties

(Fowler and Hall, 2014). The absence of positive partisan effects in countries in which clientelism

characterizes electoral competition but where party structures are weak are similarly foreseeable.

In Brazil, for instance, party labels have little meaning for voters (except for the PT), and mayors

who control strong patronage machines often defect from their parties (Novaes, 2018). In this

respect, Argentina offers interesting variation. Mayors also rely extensively on clientelist systems

of local operatives. But despite extensive internal fractionalization, party labels are stronger than

in Brazil, and party switching is less common. While mayors are likely to hold back support for

rival factions, they often mobilize their patronage networks to support their copartisans in races

they care about.

Our findings also have implications for our understanding of Argentine politics. Mayors in the

PBA – especially Peronist mayors in the Conurbano – are referred to as “Barons” for their political

clout, sustained by their high reelection rates. Some of them, like Manuel Quindimil (Lanús,

1983-2007) or Hugo Curto (Tres de Febrero, 1991-2015), were in power for decades; others, like

Juan José Mussi (Berazategui, 1987-1994; 2003-2010; and 2019-) alternated in office with their

offspring (Juan Patricio Mussi, 2011-2019). However, our findings indicate that both major parties,

and not just the Peronists, profit from incumbency. Whatever electoral advantage Peronist Barons

may enjoy from being in government, they derive them from being incumbents rather than from

being Peronists.
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mación de las Listas de Candidatos para la Cámara de Diputados en Argentina.” Revista SAAP 12(2):215–248.

Dahlgaard, Jens Olav. 2016. “You Just Made It: Individual Incumbency Advantage under Proportional Representa-
tion.” Electoral Studies 44:319–328.

Erikson, Robert S., Olle Folke and James M. Snyder. 2015. “A Gubernatorial Helping Hand? How Governors Affect
Presidential Elections.” The Journal of Politics 77(2):491–504.

Erikson, Robert S. and Rocı́o Titiunik. 2015. “Using Regression Discontinuity to Uncover the Personal Incumbency
Advantage.” Quarterly Journal of Political Science 10(1):101–119.

Feierherd, Germán. 2020. “How Mayors Hurt Their Presidential Ticket: Party Brands and Incumbency Spillovers in
Brazil.” The Journal of Politics 82(1):195–210.

Fiva, Jon H. and Daniel M. Smith. 2018. “Political Dynasties and the Incumbency Advantage in Party-Centered
Environments.” American Political Science Review 112(3):706–712.

Folke, Olle and James M. Snyder. 2012. “Gubernatorial Midterm Slumps.” American Journal of Political Science
56(4):931–948.

Fowler, Anthony and Andrew B. Hall. 2014. “Disentangling the Personal and Partisan Incumbency Advantages:
Evidence from Close Elections and Term Limits.” Quarterly Journal of Political Science 9(4):501–531.

Hainmueller, Jens and Holger Lutz Kern. 2008. “Incumbency as a Source of Spillover Effects in Mixed Electoral
Systems: Evidence from a Regression-Discontinuity Design.” Electoral Studies 27(2):213–227.
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Online Appendix
“When the Partisan Becomes Personal: Mayoral Incumbency Ef-
fects in Buenos Aires”
(for online publication only)

(1) Section A presents the descriptive statistics and some additional plots.

(2) Section B presents the balance checks and placebo tests.

(3) Section C reports additional results and robustness checks.
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A Descriptive statistics
Descriptive statistics. Table A1 presents the descriptive statistics for the main variables of interest

during 1983-2017. We distinguish between four samples: (i) PJ-concurrent elections; (ii) UCR-

concurrent elections; (iii) PJ-midterm elections; and (iv) UCR-midterm elections. We restrict the

samples to municipal elections in which the PJ (respectively, the UCR) finished in either the first or

second place.

Correlation between outcomes. Figure A1 presents the correlation between outcomes for each of

the four samples listed in Table A1. Figure A2 visualizes in more detail the relationship between

vote shares in municipal and federal elections.

Temporal and geographical distribution. Figure A3 presents the evolution of the eight outcomes

of interest for both the PJ and UCR, between 1983 and 2019. The maps in Figure A4 display the

average vote share in federal elections (1983-2019) for the PJ and the UCR in both the Conurbano

and the rest of the province.

Additional RD plots. Figures A5 and A6 present the full sample RD plots (i) for the demeaned

version of the outcome variables (i.e., net of municipality and year fixed effects); and (ii) for the

placebo sample in which treatment is defined as winning a midterm election – which confers no

special institutional status.
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Table A1: Descriptive statistics

PJ UCR
(N = 1097) (N = 872)

(a) Concurrent election years N mean sd. min max N mean sd. min max

winnert (0/100) 1097 54.79 49.79 0.00 100.00 872 49.43 50.03 0.00 100.00
margin of victoryt (-100:100) 1097 4.05 20.10 -52.54 67.19 872 -1.83 18.74 -60.85 52.54
vote share (municipal)t (0:100) 1097 43.29 10.77 11.71 77.54 872 41.81 11.31 7.83 74.62

winnert+2 (0/100) 1097 51.69 49.99 0.00 100.00 872 44.27 49.70 0.00 100.00
winnert+4 (0/100) 1096 55.29 49.74 0.00 100.00 872 42.09 49.40 0.00 100.00
vote share (municipal)t+2 (0:100) 1097 37.65 12.54 0.21 66.26 872 36.47 12.73 2.95 67.02
vote share (municipal)t+4 (0:100) 1096 43.10 12.52 2.15 100.00 872 38.30 15.45 1.15 74.62
seat share (municipal)t+2 (0:100) 1097 44.38 18.45 0.00 100.00 872 41.84 17.46 0.00 100.00
seat share (municipal)t+4 (0:100) 1096 48.74 16.78 0.00 100.00 872 41.18 18.57 0.00 100.00
vote share (national deputy)t+2 (0:100) 1073 34.94 13.05 0.52 65.22 846 35.86 12.82 4.32 65.53
vote share (president)t+4 (0:100) 855 40.58 11.11 10.94 70.37 598 28.88 17.25 0.53 74.88

(b) Midterm election years (N = 1036) (N = 906)

winnert (0/100) 1036 57.14 49.51 0.00 100.00 906 48.12 49.99 0.00 100.00
margin of victoryt (-100:100) 1036 3.45 18.34 -46.70 57.42 906 -1.14 18.06 -57.42 46.70
vote share (municipal)t (0:100) 1036 39.68 10.66 15.30 66.26 906 38.22 10.91 5.97 67.02

winnert+2 (0/100) 1035 56.33 49.62 0.00 100.00 906 41.06 49.22 0.00 100.00
winnert+4 (0/100) 931 57.36 49.48 0.00 100.00 774 33.20 47.13 0.00 100.00
vote share (municipal)t+2 (0:100) 1035 43.72 12.11 2.15 100.00 906 38.85 14.51 1.46 74.62
vote share (municipal)t+4 (0:100) 931 38.88 12.24 3.32 73.14 774 33.75 14.00 2.04 67.02
seat share (municipal)t+2 (0:100) 1035 49.72 16.52 0.00 100.00 906 41.87 17.30 0.00 100.00
seat share (municipal)t+4 (0:100) 931 46.05 18.60 0.00 100.00 774 38.07 18.45 0.00 100.00
vote share (national deputy)t+2 (0:100) 1018 43.46 9.25 6.22 75.04 865 34.22 13.13 0.95 66.76
vote share (president)t+4 (0:100) 94 46.36 5.22 33.85 59.14 117 37.74 5.97 22.96 52.81

Period covered: 1983-2017. All samples are restricted to municipal elections in which the PJ (respectively, the
UCR) finished in either the first or second place. Full sample sizes are: for the PJ, 1179 and 1178 in concurrent
and midterm elections, respectively; and for the UCR, 1139 and 1150, respectively.
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(a) PJ (b) UCR

Figure A1: Correlation between outcome variables by party, 1983-2017. The only correlation with a p-value
larger than 0.01 is the one between seat share (municipal)t+2 and vote share (president)t+4 in panel (a) (p =
0.018).

4



(a) PJ (b) UCR

Figure A2: Correlation between the vote shares obtained in municipal and federal elections, 1983-2017.
Solid and broken lines indicate regression lines and the 45 degree line, respectively. All regression lines are
statistically significant at the 0.01 percent level.
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(a) winner (municipal election)

(b) vote share (municipal election)

(c) seats captured in municipal council

(d) vote share (federal election)

Figure A3: Evolution of outcomes over time, 1983-2019. Lines report average values, while points indi-
cate individual observations. Gray vertical lines indicate concurrent (as opposed to midterm) elections. In
panel (d), these (as well as the data) correspond to presidential elections.
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(a) PJ - Conurbano (b) UCR - Conurbano

(c) PJ - Interior (d) UCR - Interior

Figure A4: Average vote percentage in federal elections, 1983-2019. The boundaries of the Conurbano
have changed over time. The top panels graphs the 33 municipalities mentioned in provincial law #13473
of 2006.
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(a) PJ – Full sample

(b) UCR – Full sample

Figure A5: Mimicking variability RD plots with quantile-spaced bins (Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik 2015)
– Demeaned outcomes. The labels at the top indicate the outcome variables, net of municipality and year
fixed effects; those at the right give the date in which they were measured. Red lines indicate the fit of a
third-order polynomial regression estimated separately at each side of the cutoff, using a uniform kernel.
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(a) PJ – Full sample

(b) UCR – Full sample

Figure A6: Mimicking variability RD plots with quantile-spaced bins (Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik
2015) – Midterm placebo. The labels at the top indicate the outcome variables; those at the right give the
date in which they were measured. Red lines indicate the fit of a third-order polynomial regression estimated
separately at each side of the cutoff, using a uniform kernel.
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B Balance checks and placebos
Density test. Figure A7 reports the density tests for the running variable at the threshold proposed

by Cattaneo, Jansson and Ma (2020).

Balance checks. The mimicking-variance quantile-spaced RD plots displayed in Figure A8 and the

RD estimates reported in Table A2 show that there is no incumbency effect on the lagged version

of the outcome variables (i.e., on the outcomes variables measured at either t− 2 or t− 4).

Placebo: midterm elections. Table A3 replicates the results reported in the body of the paper,

but estimated with data from midterm rather than concurrent elections. Thus, the “treatment” is

no longer municipal incumbency but rather finishing first in the midterm, which confers no special

institutional status.
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(a) PJ – concurrent elections (b) UCR – concurrent elections

(c) PJ – midterm elections (d) UCR – midterm elections

Figure A7: Cattaneo, Jansson and Ma’s (2020) test of the density of the running variable at the threshold.
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(a) PJ – Full sample (lagged outcomes)

(b) UCR – Full sample (lagged outcomes)

Figure A8: Mimicking variability RD plots with quantile-spaced bins (Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik
2015) – Lagged outcomes. The labels at the top indicate the outcome variables; those at the right give the
(pre-treatment) date in which they were measured. Red lines indicate the fit of a third-order polynomial
regression estimated separately at each side of the cutoff, using a uniform kernel.
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Table A2: Balance checks: Mayoral incumbency effects on lagged outcomes, 1987-2019

vote share seat share vote share
winner (municipal) (municipal) (federal)

(a) PJ t−2 t−4 t−2 t−4 t−2 t−4 t−2 t−4

estimate (τ̂RD) 6.74 -2.65 2.12 -0.55 6.53 0.34 0.53 -3.39
95% CI [-7.7:22.7] [-16.9:11.1] [-1.8:6.2] [-3.5:2.1] [1.8:12.4] [-4.0:4.8] [-4.6:5.4] [-7.9:-0.3]
p-value 0.41 0.73 0.37 0.69 0.03 0.89 0.89 0.07
bwd. 16.79 16.04 12.94 12.84 17.06 11.38 14.18 10.57
N 326|314 314|303 283|253 281|252 330|320 251|226 292|269 187|149
control mean 33.47 27.39 32.98 37.71 37.23 41.16 31.25 37.78

(b) UCR

estimate (τ̂RD) 8.52 2.65 1.94 2.82 2.58 1.80 1.77 1.39
95% CI [-4.8:25.4] [-11.9:19.0] [-1.4:6.4] [-2.2:9.1] [-2.9:8.6] [-4.1:9.0] [-1.8:6.7] [-6.3:10.3]
p-value 0.24 0.70 0.27 0.30 0.41 0.53 0.33 0.69
bwd. 16.42 16.16 10.75 12.04 11.09 11.94 10.22 11.81
N 250|272 249|271 171|202 188|227 176|208 187|226 162|189 130|173
control mean 32.85 25.10 33.35 33.16 37.58 34.99 33.96 27.34

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust CIs and p-values based on the MSE-optimal bandwidth
proposed by Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). The running variable is margin of victoryt . For each
reference party, the sample is restricted to municipal elections (i) held in concurrent years; and (ii) in which
the party finished in the first or second place. To calculate the estimates, we clustered observations by
municipality and fitted a separate local linear regression at both sides of the threshold, using a triangular
kernel. Reported number of observations corresponds to the effective sample size.
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Table A3: Placebo tests: “Incumbency” effect in midterm elections, 1985-2013

vote share seat share vote share
winner (municipal) (municipal) (federal)

(a) PJ t +2 t +4 t +2 t +4 t +2 t +4 t +2 t +4

estimate (τ̂RD) 6.28 -5.89 1.09 -1.33 3.54 -3.02 2.45 -0.70
95% CI [-10.9:31.5] [-31.5:21.0] [-3.7:7.0] [-8.9:6.4] [-1.2:9.7] [-14.1:9.3] [-4.3:11.7] [-7.1:5.8]
p-value 0.39 0.72 0.57 0.77 0.17 0.72 0.37 0.86
bwd. 11.22 13.02 14.00 13.17 11.94 16.81 14.18 11.80
N 208|243 206|261 246|300 208|262 219|255 268|320 194|236 195|233
control mean 36.71 47.96 40.47 36.91 43.69 42.45 39.35 35.93

(b) UCR

estimate (τ̂RD) 4.89 0.15 0.16 -0.28 2.25 0.73 -2.09 -1.32
95% CI [-16.3:33.5] [-36.6:22.9] [-5.6:7.2] [-9.7:6.6] [-3.8:10.2] [-10.9:10.6] [-17.9:10.3] [-11.4:7.0]
p-value 0.54 0.69 0.83 0.72 0.42 0.98 0.61 0.62
bwd. 13.26 8.03 14.59 11.14 16.81 12.16 12.87 17.48
N 239|224 137|116 257|249 190|166 286|289 205|176 169|156 262|239
control mean 24.89 26.20 32.87 31.23 34.95 34.44 23.19 30.64

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust CIs and p-values based on the MSE-optimal bandwidth proposed
by Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). All outcome variables were demeaned of municipality and year fixed
effects. The running variable is margin of victoryt . For each reference party, the sample is restricted to municipal
elections (i) held in midterm years; and (ii) in which the party finished in the first or second place. To calculate
the estimates, we clustered observations by municipality and fitted a separate local linear regression at both sides
of the threshold, using a triangular kernel. Reported number of observations corresponds to the effective sample
size. See Table A1 for overall sample sizes for each outcome variable.
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C Robustness checks
Sensitivity to bandwidth choice. Figure A9 shows that the findings reported in Table 2 are not

overly sensitive to bandwidth choice. Except in the case of very small bandwidths – with the

accompanying reduction in the number of observations –, the results remain broadly similar.

CER-optimal bandwidth. Table A4 replicates the results reported in the body of the paper but

employing CER-optimal instead of MSE-optimal bandwidths.

Clustering standard errors by year. Table A5 replicates the results reported in the body of the

paper but clustering the standard errors by year rather than by municipality. Note that since the RD

estimator minimizes the bias-variance trade-off, this alters not only the confidence intervals, but

the point estimates as well (Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik 2014).

Second-order polynomials. Table A6 replicates the results reported in the body of the paper but

employing a second-order polynomial instead of a local linear regression.

Demeaned outcomes. Table A7 replicates the results reported in the body of the paper, but de-

meaning the outcome variables out of municipality and year fixed effects.
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(a) PJ – Full sample

(b) UCR – Full sample

Figure A9: Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust CIs and p-values. The running variable is margin
of victoryt . For each reference party, the sample is restricted to municipal elections (i) held in concurrent
years; and (ii) in which the party finished in the first or second place. To calculate the estimates, we clustered
observations by municipality and fitted a separate local linear regression at both sides of the threshold, using
a triangular kernel. The CCT-optimal bandwidth is the (MSE-optimal) bandwidth reported in Table 2.
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Table A4: Robustness checks (I): CER-optimal bandwidths

vote share seat share vote share
winner (municipal) (municipal) (federal)

(a) PJ t +2 t +4 t +2 t +4 t +2 t +4 t +2 t +4

estimate (τ̂RD) 15.39 25.96 4.21 5.76 4.45 7.83 1.43 3.16
95% CI [-18.5:48.7] [5.3:52.4] [-3.4:12.5] [1.0:11.8] [-4.7:15.0] [2.5:15.0] [-9.8:11.2] [-4.4:12.9]
p-value 0.41 0.02 0.30 0.03 0.35 0.01 0.90 0.36
bwd. 18.61 12.54 17.27 10.83 15.14 10.59 18.22 10.68
N 368|342 291|250 352|331 251|220 323|296 247|214 356|333 181|168
control mean 30.24 31.85 32.44 38.15 37.05 42.13 29.71 37.69

(b) UCR

estimate (τ̂RD) 9.49 29.78 4.08 6.16 3.19 7.12 1.90 -0.10
95% CI [-26.4:46.4] [10.0:55.9] [-1.4:11.9] [-0.0:13.8] [-4.8:11.0] [0.3:15.0] [-5.2:10.8] [-19.9:17.6]
p-value 0.61 0.01 0.13 0.05 0.46 0.05 0.50 0.90
bwd. 13.29 10.14 8.72 13.23 14.50 13.14 12.16 17.73
N 215|270 166|207 147|177 215|269 230|278 214|268 194|243 190|186
control mean 22.22 19.50 30.87 31.51 33.80 33.21 30.70 27.23

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust CIs and p-values based on the CER-optimal bandwidth proposed
by Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). The running variable is margin of victoryt . For each reference party,
the sample is restricted to municipal elections (i) held in concurrent years; and (ii) in which the party finished
in the first or second place. To calculate the estimates, we clustered observations by municipality year and fitted
a separate local linear regression at both sides of the threshold, using a triangular kernel. Reported number of
observations corresponds to the effective sample size. See Table A1 for overall sample sizes for each outcome
variable.
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Table A5: Robustness checks (II): Clustering standard errors by year

vote share seat share vote share
winner (municipal) (municipal) (federal)

(a) PJ t +2 t +4 t +2 t +4 t +2 t +4 t +2 t +4

estimate (τ̂RD) 15.75 23.40 4.07 5.77 4.38 7.40 1.58 2.79
95% CI [-17.7:48.5] [3.8:50.6] [-3.2:12.2] [1.5:11.7] [-4.3:14.9] [2.6:14.6] [-9.7:11.0] [-4.3:12.8]
p-value 0.40 0.03 0.30 0.02 0.33 0.01 0.91 0.36
bwd. 21.50 14.49 19.96 12.52 17.49 12.24 21.06 12.19
N 396|380 317|284 380|363 290|250 355|332 286|247 384|367 205|192
control mean 30.24 31.85 32.44 38.15 37.05 42.13 29.71 37.69

(b) UCR

estimate (τ̂RD) 9.14 27.06 3.70 5.63 3.32 6.49 1.24 0.17
95% CI [-26.4:45.8] [8.5:54.0] [-1.4:12.0] [-0.6:13.7] [-4.8:11.2] [-0.3:14.5] [-5.7:10.5] [-19.8:17.5]
p-value 0.61 0.01 0.13 0.07 0.45 0.07 0.56 0.90
bwd. 15.35 11.72 10.08 15.29 16.76 15.19 14.05 20.23
N 245|286 190|237 165|203 244|286 258|301 240|285 216|268 209|198
control mean 22.22 19.50 30.87 31.51 33.80 33.21 30.70 27.23

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust CIs and p-values based on the MSE-optimal bandwidth proposed
by Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). The running variable is margin of victoryt . For each reference party,
the sample is restricted to municipal elections (i) held in concurrent years; and (ii) in which the party finished in the
first or second place. To calculate the estimates, we clustered observations by (election) year and fitted a separate
local linear regression at both sides of the threshold, using a triangular kernel. Reported number of observations
corresponds to the effective sample size. See Table A1 for overall sample sizes for each outcome variable.
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Table A6: Robustness checks (III): Employing second-order polynomials

vote share seat share vote share
winner (municipal) (municipal) (federal)

(a) PJ t +2 t +4 t +2 t +4 t +2 t +4 t +2 t +4

estimate (τ̂RD) 17.19 37.65 4.27 6.56 6.20 9.49 0.62 4.58
95% CI [-1.5:38.1] [16.9:66.2] [-0.7:9.0] [1.9:11.9] [-0.2:13.9] [3.6:17.3] [-4.5:5.3] [-0.4:10.4]
p-value 0.10 0.00 0.13 0.02 0.09 0.01 0.87 0.11
bwd. 18.25 13.45 16.68 16.45 15.08 14.94 21.34 14.11
N 362|338 307|267 346|317 340|316 321|295 320|293 389|371 220|214
control mean 30.24 31.85 32.44 38.15 37.05 42.13 29.71 37.69

(b) UCR

estimate (τ̂RD) 11.05 39.43 5.54 9.18 3.27 11.00 3.65 -0.45
95% CI [-9.4:35.9] [19.0:67.2] [1.0:12.1] [3.5:16.8] [-2.8:9.4] [3.5:21.1] [-1.0:9.7] [-9.9:8.5]
p-value 0.30 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.34 0.01 0.14 0.90
bwd. 16.90 12.83 13.46 13.85 21.13 13.50 15.06 20.02
N 260|302 211|261 216|273 219|274 304|346 216|273 233|274 209|197
control mean 22.22 19.50 30.87 31.51 33.80 33.21 30.70 27.23

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust CIs and p-values based on the MSE-optimal bandwidth proposed
by Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). The running variable is margin of victoryt . For each reference party,
the sample is restricted to municipal elections (i) held in concurrent years; and (ii) in which the party finished
in the first or second place. To calculate the estimates, we clustered observations by municipality and fitted a
separate second-order polynomial regression at both sides of the threshold, using a triangular kernel. Reported
number of observations corresponds to the effective sample size. See Table A1 for overall sample sizes for each
outcome variable.
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Table A7: Robustness checks (IV): Demeaned outcomes

vote share seat share vote share
winner (municipal) (municipal) (federal)

(a) PJ t +2 t +4 t +2 t +4 t +2 t +4 t +2 t +4

estimate (τ̂RD) 10.68 19.60 4.41 4.65 4.54 6.25 2.18 0.38
95% CI [-1.1:24.0] [5.9:39.0] [2.6:7.3] [1.4:8.3] [0.9:10.3] [2.8:11.4] [0.4:4.5] [-1.3:1.9]
p-value 0.11 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.77
bwd. 13.77 11.50 10.19 17.61 10.37 11.17 12.49 11.54
N 310|272 265|233 245|212 357|334 247|214 257|227 284|248 196|180
control mean -7.84 -11.46 -1.85 -2.44 -2.41 -2.71 -1.30 -0.60

(b) UCR

estimate (τ̂RD) 2.37 19.47 0.78 4.37 1.04 5.29 1.38 -0.03
95% CI [-18.7:22.2] [4.7:39.6] [-3.6:5.8] [0.3:8.9] [-5.2:6.3] [-0.9:12.8] [-2.0:5.3] [-3.0:2.2]
p-value 0.89 0.04 0.71 0.08 0.88 0.16 0.48 0.78
bwd. 11.20 10.11 9.23 12.31 12.03 10.68 10.28 12.08
N 182|224 165|204 154|187 200|252 193|245 172|215 163|207 132|154
control mean -7.26 -11.42 -1.05 -2.77 -1.98 -3.02 -1.32 -0.51

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust CIs and p-values based on the MSE-optimal bandwidth
proposed by Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). All outcome variables were demeaned of municipality
and year fixed effects. The running variable is margin of victoryt . For each reference party, the sample is
restricted to municipal elections (i) held in concurrent years; and (ii) in which the party finished in the
first or second place. To calculate the estimates, we clustered observations by municipality and fitted a
separate local linear regression at both sides of the threshold, using a triangular kernel. Reported number
of observations corresponds to the effective sample size. See Table A1 for overall sample sizes for each
outcome variable.
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