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Incumbent candidates often enjoy a large electoral advantage over their opponents. In the United
States, legislative candidates who win a seat by a small margin receive, on average, a 7-10 percent-
age point bonus over comparable candidates who lose narrowly (Lee, 2008; Cattaneo, Frandsen and
Titiunik, 2015; Erikson and Titiunik, 2015). Comparable effects have been documented in Den-
mark (Dahlgaard 2016), Finland (Kotakorpi, Poutvaara and Tervio 2017) and Norway (Cirone, Cox
and Fiva 2021), among other places. Argentine lawmakers can also expect better career prospects
than comparable but unsuccessful candidates (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 controlling a given district,
regardless of its candidates’ identities (Broockman, 2009; Folke and Snyder, 2012; Schiumerini
and Page, 2012; Fowler and Hall, 2014; Erikson, Folke and Snyder, 2015; KlaSnja, 2015; Lucardi
and Rosas, 2016; Klasnja and Titiunik, 2017; Lopes da Fonseca, 2017; Feierherd, 2020). What
explains this discrepancy? Why do individual incumbents fail to translate their personal popularity
to their parties?

We emphasize the role of mobilization incentives. Actively backing a candidacy is a costly
action that requires effort, which in turn introduces collective action problems within party orga-
nizations (Stokes et al. 2013; Camp 2017; Cox et al. forthcoming; Hollyer, Klasnja and Titiunik
forthcoming; Rau, Sarkar and Stokes N.d.). Simply put, while incumbents have obvious incentives
to promote their own individual candidacies, they may care less about their copartisans’ electoral
fates. Indeed, lower-level incumbents may actively dissociate their electoral fate from that of ri-
val factions within their party and/or unpopular copartisans running for higher-level offices — for
example by failing to mobilize voters on election day or even encouraging split-ticket voting.

Previous work has documented how incumbents’ stakes in an election outcome is shaped by
institutional features such as term limits (Fowler and Hall, 2014; KlaSnja and Titiunik, 2017;
Lopes da Fonseca, 2017), direct primaries (Olson, 2020) and party switching rules (Novaes, 2018).

Extending this literature, we look at the electoral calendar, which affects the extent to which the



incumbent has skin in the game even when (s)he does not appear in the ballot. In the Province
of Buenos Aires (henceforth, PBA), Argentina’s largest province, mayors have strong incentives to
exert effort in local executive elections, as they are allowed to (and often seek) reelection. But they
also have an interest in helping their copartisans in local midterm elections — infer alia, the local
council approves the local budget and can impeach the mayor. Their incentives to mobilize voters
for their party in congressional or presidential elections are much weaker, however: not only are
they unlikely to affect the winner of the presidential race, or which party controls a majority in
Congress; but they may also want to decouple their electoral fate from that of unpopular national
candidates from their own party.

Thus, we expect strong incumbency effects in local races, where mayors have a personal stake
in the outcome; but weaker — or even negative — effects in national-level contests. Consistent with
this story, our regression discontinuity estimates show that candidates from Argentina’s two main
parties — the Peronist or Justicialist Party (PJ) and the Radical Civic Union (UCR) — are 24 to 29
percentage points more likely to recapture the local government following a narrow victory in a
mayoral election. The mayor’s party also benefits — though more modestly — in midterm elections
two years later, receiving a 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 discourages split-ticket voting, mayors neither benefit nor harm their copartisans in
higher-level contests. In line with our claim that these results are driven by mobilization efforts,
we find some suggestive evidence that unpopular presidents and national opposition parties are
affected the most by these dynamics.

Summing up, our findings are consistent with a large personal advantage among PBA mayors
but we also find a pure partisan advantage — that is, in races in which the incumbent executive is
not on the ballot — in local races. Presidential and congressional candidates, in contrast, are not

much advantaged by having a copartisan incumbent in the territory. This is despite the fact that the



voting technology employed in Argentina discourages split-ticket voting (Barnes, Tchintian and
Alles 2017).

While politicians’ mobilization strategies need not be the entire story behind the difference
between personal and partisan incumbency effects — voters’ preferences for certain candidates
may also contribute to it — we believe this makes a difference, as mayors’ efforts to disentangle
their electoral fate from their copartisans’ is both amply documented in the media (see below),
and consistent with the literature on how other Argentine subnational executives “protect” their
territories from unwelcome national-level developments (Calvo and Escolar 2005; Gibson 2005;
Suarez-Cao 2021). Thus, our work also speaks to the literature on the “incumbency curse” in the
developing world. Instead of attributing this phenomenon to hard-to-change factors like corruption,
limited state capacity, weak party labels or voters’ limited information (Uppal, 2009; Klasnja,
2015; Schiumerini, 2017; Feierherd, 2020), our findings show that this incumbency curse is not an
inevitable feature of young democracies, and may be affected by institutional incentives.

We also contribute to the understanding of Argentine politics. Like us, both Battocchio (2018)
and Nufiez (2018) use data from local elections in the PBA to document incumbency effects;
nonetheless, in this paper we both extend and complement theirs. Theoretically, Nufiez (2018)
claims that members of clientelist parties always have an incentive to mobilize; in contrast, our
argument suggest that incumbents — including those who control machine-type organizations —
sometimes work to detach themselves from the electoral fortunes of their copartisans. Further-
more, his empirical analysis is limited to the PJ, Argentina’s clientelist party par excellence. We
also study incumbency effects for the UCR, and find little difference between the two. In turn,
Battocchio (2018) examines both the PJ and the UCR but looks at mayoral elections only, while we

investigate the effect of incumbency across a range of elections.



Theoretical framework

An incumbency effect refers to the consequences (ceteris paribus) that occupying an office has
on some outcome(s) of interest. In this paper we focus on how capturing an executive office at
time ¢ affects a party’s electoral fortunes at t41. According to the literature, this effect has 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 individual officeholders enjoy an electoral
(dis)advantage over similar candidates that lost the previous election just by virtue of being the
incumbent. Since this effect is driven by the actions and characteristics of the individual, it could
be positive even for incumbents who switch parties. Partisan incumbency effects, on the other
hand, refer to the electoral benefits or costs that a candidate of a given party may expect in a
district when a copartisan politician is the incumbent in that district.

Personal and partisan effects may differ for a variety of reasons. One is the degree to which
party labels provide information about politicians’ characteristics (Lupu 2016; Feierherd 2020).
When labels are strong, voters may infer that an incumbent’s (un)desirable characteristics extend
to her copartisans, making them more (or less) likely to support other candidates from the same
party even when the incumbent is not in the ballot. This may be consistent with either positive
or negative incumbency effects, depending on whether voters reward both incumbents and their
parties, or punish both of them simultaneously. Except in the case in which voters deliberately
support the opposition in midterm elections in order to balance the incumbent’s power (Folke and
Snyder 2012), personal and partisan effects should at least go in the same direction. In contrast,
weak and uninformative party labels predict negligible partisan effects, as voters pay little attention
to partisan identification when evaluating candidates (Feierherd 2020).

Personal and partisan effects may also vary because 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 politicians often endorse other candidates not only through low-costs chan-



nels, such as social media posts or appearing in photos together, but also by making campaign
appearances, spending resources or mobilizing their patronage machines. Moreover, even if the
association that parties evoke in voters’ minds may be hard to change in the short term, the ex-
tent to which candidates’ partisan affiliations are emphasized during a campaign also depends on
politicians’ deliberate effort.

Politicians’ decisions to exert effort on behalf of their parties is plagued by collective action
problems. While a strong brand may be valuable for all politicians running under a common ban-
ner, individually everybody is better off by shifting the cost of building such a brand into others
(Hollyer, Klasnja and Titiunik forthcoming; Cox et al. forthcoming). Politicians’ (and brokers’)
incentives to mobilize voters and poll workers on behalf of their parties is subject to a similar logic
(Stokes et al. 2013; Camp 2017; Novaes 2018; Rosas and Lucardi 2020; Ascencio 2021; Hollyer,
Klas$nja and Titiunik forthcoming; Rau, Sarkar and Stokes N.d.). The upshot is that incumbents
(as well as candidates and party members more generally) should exert substantial effort when
they have skin in the game and/or care about the election outcome personally, but little when their
own political future is not at stake. These considerations explain why strong personal incumbency
effects often disappear when incumbents are term limited (Fowler and Hall 2014; Lopes da Fon-
seca 2017; KlaSnja and Titiunik 2017); why direct primaries generate strong mobilization efforts
(Ascencio 2021) and increase incumbents’ personal advantage (Olson 2020); and why turnout is
substantially lower in referenda — where there is little for individual politicians and brokers to fight
over — than in candidate elections (Rau, Sarkar and Stokes N.d.).

These intra-party cooperation problems may explain in part why personal effects are often
positive while partisan effects are smaller or even negative. Some political or institutional cir-
cumstances, however, may encourage intra-party cooperation. For example, incumbents may exert
more effort if they have a family member on the ballot, are ideologically or factionally motivated,
or expect higher-level copartisans to favor them in the disbursement of funds. Sustaining intra-

party cooperation should also be easier when formal rules limit party switching (Novaes 2018)



or when elections for multiple offices take place in the same day under a voting technology that
discourages ticket splitting (Engstrom and Kernell 2005; Barnes, Tchintian and Alles 2017).

Two such features are relevant to our case. First, executives have good reasons to care about
the election of legislators who may approve, reject or amend their initiatives, as well as monitor or
impeach them. Insofar as executives expect higher support from copartisan legislators, they should
exert effort and devote resources to help copartisan candidates running in legislative elections.
Moreover, because local governments and the local legislature are elected by the same electorate,
the incumbent has the means to affect such elections. In contrast, local incumbents are unlikely to
be pivotal in national-level contests, and thus may exert less effort in these races.

Second, the political context should affect the extent to which lower-level incumbents mobilize
voters on behalf of copartisan candidates. Upper-level party leaders should be in a better position
to coordinate, monitor (e.g., through the deployment of street-level bureaucrats), and reward co-
partisan incumbents when they themselves control an elected office. Thus, lower-level incumbents
should work harder for their party when the party holds the presidency (or the governorship) than
when the party is in opposition at the national (or provincial) level. Even then, the continuation
of the flow of benefits from upper-level officials is conditional on the party’s capacity to remain in
office. If the higher-level government is unpopular and thus unlikely to remain in office for long,
incentives to collaborate with it decrease, as it will not be able to repay past favors. Similarly, coat-
tail effects can cut both ways depending on the popularity of the upper-level candidate(s). Simply
put, when the latter is popular, local politicians will want to ride on his or her coattails, but if (s)he
is unpopular, they will try to distance themselves from him or her — e.g., by actively encouraging

split-ticket voting.



Institutional Background

With almost 40% of the country’s population, the province of Buenos Aires (PBA) is a crucial dis-
trict in both presidential and congressional elections. Its 135 mayors' control well-oiled patronage
machines and often seek re-election, which leads us to expect positive incumbency effects. At the
same time, while electoral competition is structured along party lines, both the electoral calendar
and institutional decentralization mean that mayors’ incentives to collaborate with their parties
vary greatly at the local and national levels.

There is substantial variation among PBA municipalities. In 2019, the largest ones — 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 Conur-
bano, a former industrial belt surrounding the City of Buenos Aires, the country’s capital city
and its wealthiest subnational unit. While the Conurbano includes some affluent districts, it also
concentrates roughly 25% of Argentina’s poor.

As Figure | shows, the Conurbano is a major electoral stronghold of the Partido Justicialista or
Peronista (PJ), which has controlled both the provincial governorship and the country’s presidency
during most of the period under study (see Table Al). In contrast, and with the exception of
two wealthy municipalities, the Union Civica 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 (Calvo and Murillo, 2013). Both the PJ and the UCR tend to
fare well in the far less populated municipalities that compose the “Interior” region — home to the

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

'Tn 1983, the PBA had 125 municipalities. Since then, a series of splits (mostly in 1995) increased the number to 135.

ZFigure A4 shows an almost identical pattern in federal elections.



(a) PJ - Conurbano (b) UCR - Conurbano

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

Figure 1: Average vote share 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.

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

Brazil (mayors are limited to two consecutive terms), PBA mayors face no term limits.> They

3This is scheduled to change in 2027, when mayors elected in 2019 will not be eligible to run for a third term.



make ample use of this opportunity: for instance, 75% of PJ and UCR mayors elected in 2011 and
2015 sought re-election, and 74% of them (roughly 55% of the sample) were successful.* Further-
more, 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 municipality’s
council is elected concurrently with the mayor using closed-list proportional representation and a
fused vote,” the other half are elected two years later in a midterm. We can thus examine incum-
bency effects in midterms, when mayors are not in the ticket but have strong incentives to improve
their party’s electoral fortunes in order to increase their political clout in the local council.

With a single exception,® municipal elections have always been held in the same day as provin-
cial — for governor and provincial legislators — and national — for president and national legislators —
elections. This applies to 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 relevant given the voting technology employed in Argentina: par-
ties print their own ballots,’” with ballots for all offices arranged in hierarchical order in the same
sheet — literally, “sdbana” — of paper.® 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. Nonetheless, the cost of doing so, combined with the visibility of higher-level candidates

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

4See Table A2 in the Appendix. We do no have the names of mayoral candidates for previous years.

>That is, voters cannot pick a mayor from one party and a list of councilors from another. In 1983 seats were distributed
using the d’Hondt formula with no threshold; afterwards, the Hare formula with a large threshold (one Hare quota)
was employed. After remainders have been allocated, all surplus seats, if any, go to the most voted party.

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

"Registration is automatic for all citizens over 18 (16 since 2013), and mandatory voting (for citizens between 18 and
70) means that turnout is pretty high — between 1993 and 2019, average turnout at the municipal level was 80.9%.

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

cial senators, provincial deputies, and mayor-councilors.



Since 2011, “simultaneous and mandatory open primaries” (PASO) have been held around two and
a half months before the general elections. These primaries need not be competitive — i.e., parties
may present a single candidate or list of candidates — but they are mandatory nonetheless: candi-
dates (or lists) that fail to earn at least 1.5% of the vote in the PASO cannot take part in the general

election.

Electoral Coordination in the PBA

In this section we document mayors’ shifting incentives to mobilize their patronage networks to
benefit their co-partisans at the local versus national level. The PBA has 70 seats in the national
Chamber of Deputies, roughly 27% of the total. These legislators are elected via a closed-list,
province-wide PR system with 35 candidates on the ballot (plus alternates). Given the district’s
outsized influence on national politics, the top places in the list are typically occupied by allies of
the president, the governor, and provincial party leaders, with little input from mayors (Cherny,
Figueroa and Scherlis, 2018), weakening mayors’ incentives to work for their parties.

Furthermore, while Argentina’s two main parties have widely recognizable labels — certainly
no less than Brazil’s PT (Feierherd 2020; Lupu 2016) —, they are organizationally weak and have
shown fluctuating electoral fortunes over time (Gervasoni, 2018). Following the 2001 political
crisis, the party system strongly denationalized, with local, provincial, and national politicians
enjoying substantial autonomy from each other (Calvo and Escolar, 2005; Suédrez-Cao, 2021). This
process gradually reversed over the last decade (Degiustti and Scherlis, 2020), but nonetheless local
politicians’ incentives to dissociate their electoral fate from that of unpopular national candidates
remain strong.

The most common way by which mayors separate their electoral fortunes from their parties is
by distributing already-cut ballots before election day — i.e., giving voters the ballot for all major

presidential (respectively, legislative) candidates alongside the mayor’s own ballot, so that voters
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may choose among the former but not the latter. Some mayors even produced campaign ads to
explain voters how to cut a ballot” and distributed scissors as a “gift” around campaign season. '’
Every time an election approaches, the media is full of stories discussing whether mayors will
“work” to help their partisan candidates running for other offices, or perhaps “betray” them — as
well as national party leaders’ efforts to curb such behavior.'!

The 2009 midterm election exemplifies well these intra-party collective action problems. For-
mer president and then First Gentleman Néstor Kirchner decided to head his party’s list of can-
didates for the Chamber of Deputies in order to obtain a province-wide (and thus country-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 voters in his favor. To ensure that
they would, the Kirchner couple used its congressional majority to move the election date from
October to June, and pressured PBA mayors to head the list of local councilors in their districts.
While these mayors were not expected to assume as local councilors — they had indicated they
would resign before assuming their new post, thus retaining the mayoralty —, appearing in the bal-
lot gave them a stake in the election result, aligning their incentives with Kirchner’s.!” 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."?

%“Instructivo para Votar Cortando Boleta,” available in YouTube.

10«Un Intendente Massista Reparte Tijeras para Impulsar el Corte de Boleta,” La Nacidn, 7-0CT-2017.

""The establishment of open primaries in 2011 introduced another source of intra-party friction, as candidates who
are defeated in the primary may end up supporting other parties in the general election (Clerici, Cruz and Goyburu,
2020). This further reinforces our point that intra-party collaboration cannot be taken for granted.

12¢The Glass Empties for the Kirchners,” The Economist, 20-JUN-2009.

B«Datos de las 2.15. Dura Derrota de Kirchner,” La Nacién, 29-JUN-2009.
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https://www.economist.com/the-americas/2009/06/18/the-glass-empties-for-the-kirchners
https://www.lanacion.com.ar/politica/dura-derrota-de-kirchner-nid1144840/

Two years later, fearing that mayors would distribute the local portion of their parties’ ballot
with national ballots for opposition parties,'* president Cristina Fernandez de Kirchner tried to
limit the use of cut ballots. The national campaign delayed sending paper ballots to local party
branches to prevent mayors from distributing cut ballots in advance of the election. They also made
mayors pay for any additional ballots they requested.'> This proved unnecessary, as Ferndndez de
Kirchner was reelected in a landslide.

When this is not the case, however, mayors distribute cut ballots to protect themselves from
less popular national candidates. Consider the 2015 presidential election, where Ferndndez de
Kirchner was term limited. The PJ’s list of candidates for the Chamber of Deputies was dominated
by controversial figures (such as Minister of Planning Julio De Vido) and rivals of PJ mayors in
key districts, such as Mayra Mendoza from the Quilmes municipality. The candidates for governor
and deputy governor favored by President Fernandez de Kirchner were also contentious figures:
Chief of Staff Anibal Fernandez (no relation), accused by opposition parties of being a member of
a drug trafficking network, and Martin Sabbatella, the head of a non-Peronist party allied to the PJ
at the national level. After losing a historical election (the PJ had controlled the PBA since 1987),
Anibal Fernandez claimed that “some people from my party did whatever they could to ruin me.”'°

These practices are not limited to the Peronists. In 2019, as president Mauricio Macri — who
governed in alliance with the UCR — was seeking his own reelection, co-partisan mayors were
concerned 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 (see also

Suarez-Cao 2021). In the end, all elections were held simultaneously, but several mayors from

14<E] Peronismo Llega Dividido y Cargado de Tensiones,” La Nacién, 14-AUG-2011.
I5«Cortocircuitos en el Plan de Campana del Kirchnerismo,” La Nacion, 9-AUG-2011.

16«E] Corte de Boleta Perjudicé a Oficialistas y a Opositores,” La Nacidn, 27-0CT-2015.
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https://www.lanacion.com.ar/politica/el-peronismo-llega-dividido-y-cargado-de-tensiones-nid1397520/ 
https://www.lanacion.com.ar/politica/cortocircuitos-en-el-plan-de-campana-del-kirchnerismo-nid1396165/
https://www.lanacion.com.ar/politica/el-corte-de-boleta-perjudico-a-oficialistas-y-a-opositores-nid1840157/

Macri’s party retained their offices even in districts where the president lost by 10 points or more

— suggesting the extensive use of cut ballots.'’

Hypotheses

The previous considerations lead us to formulate the following hypotheses:

* H,. Positive incumbency effects should be strongest in local executive elections. Even may-
ors who do not care about their party at all will worry about their own electoral fortunes.
Moreover, the fact that mayors preside over large patronage machines (Weitz-Shapiro, 2012;

Oliveros, 2021) gives them the means to affect the outcome at the local level.

* Hy. Incumbency effects should also be positive in local midterm elections. Again, mayors
can influence the outcome, and they also have an interest in controlling a majority at the

local level.

* Hj3. Incumbency effects should be weakest in presidential and congressional elections. May-
ors’ capacity to influence these elections is limited, and in any case they sometimes have

strong incentives to dissociate their electoral fate from that of unpopular federal candidates.

Data and Research Design

Data. Our sample includes all mayoral and local council elections in the PBA (excluding pri-
maries), as well as the municipal returns for all presidential and lower house elections between

1983 and 2019.'® Mayoral elections are held every four years, while presidential elections were

17See, e.g., Leandro Pérez, “Elecciones 2019: Cortes de Boleta y Cinco Batallas por el Poder Territorial en el
Gran Buenos Aires,” Clarin, 26-0CT-2019; and Maias Russo Coroman, “Los Intendentes de Juntos por el Cam-
bio Hicieron Valer el Corte de Boleta y Retuvieron Importantes Distritos del Conurbano,” Infobae, 28-0CT-2019.

18The 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 latter only reports
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https://www.clarin.com/politica/elecciones-2019-batallas-cortes-boleta-poder-territorial-gran-buenos-aires_0_rbWjFDWa.html
https://www.clarin.com/politica/elecciones-2019-batallas-cortes-boleta-poder-territorial-gran-buenos-aires_0_rbWjFDWa.html
https://www.infobae.com/politica/2019/10/28/los-intendentes-de-juntos-por-el-cambio-hicieron-valer-el-corte-de-boleta-y-retuvieron-importantes-distritos-del-conurbano/
https://www.infobae.com/politica/2019/10/28/los-intendentes-de-juntos-por-el-cambio-hicieron-valer-el-corte-de-boleta-y-retuvieron-importantes-distritos-del-conurbano/
http://www.juntaelectoral.gba.gov.ar/mapa-provincia-bsas.php

held every six years between 1983 and 1995, and every four since then. All legislative elections
are held every two years.

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.'"” 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 Py with the “official” party list, i.e. the one supported by provincial party authorities.”’

Research design. A party’s underlying level of electoral support in a district should boost its
chances of winning both the current and future elections. We thus follow the literature and employ
aregression discontinuity (RD) design, comparing elections in which a party closely won to those in
which it lost by a small margin. The identifying assumption is that at the exact point where a party
wins or loses the election of interest, counterfactual outcomes should be continuous — i.e., the only
differences at the discontinuity should be those affected by the outcome of the election. We fit two
separate local-linear regressions above and below the cutoff, using the MSERD-optimal bandwidth

and robust confidence intervals and p-values developed by Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014).

preliminary results. In practice, preliminary and definitive results rarely differ by more than a percentage point. Note
that this does not affect our running variable because we only use this data to construct outcome variables.

19For seat allocation purposes, mirror lists are treated as a single list. We thus add up their votes.

20The 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.

We treat the “radicales K phenomenon in 2007 as a split against the official party leadership, and thus ignore it.
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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 between
1983 and 2019, and together won 1,164 out of 1,319 of them (88.2%).2! For the analysis, we

% in which the reference party finished

restrict the sample to mayoral elections in concurrent years”
in the first or second place (still the huge majority of observations; see Table A3). 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 (r42) or concurrent (1+4) election: >

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

At 142 this confers no special status, but at 7+4 it means the party won the mayoral race.
(2) The party’s vote share in the municipal race measured in percentage points.

(3) The seat share captured in the municipal race, measured in percentage points. Since mu-
nicipalities renew half of their council every two years, only half of the council’s seats are

contested in each election.

(4) The party’s vote share in national elections, either for national deputies (at t+2) or president

(at t+4), measured in percentage points.

Table A3 presents the corresponding descriptive statistics. Figure A1l 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.

2IThe third largest “party” after them are “vecinalista” parties, i.e. purely local forces. These are important in some
municipalities, but triumphed in just 35 elections overall.

22Concurrent years are 1983, 1987, 1991, 1995, 1999, 2003, 2007, 2011, 2015 and 2019. We ignore the handful of
mayoral elections held in midterm years, where a mayor was elected to complete an unfinished term.

23We thus restrict the sample to incumbents elected between 1983 and 2015.
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Figure 2: Mimicking variability RD plots with quantile-spaced bins . Red lines indicate the fit of a third-order
polynomial estimated separately at each side of the cutoff, using a uniform kernel.
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Results

Graphical evidence. Figure 2a presents the distribution of outcome variables and third order poly-
nomial 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 general election years. Fig-
ure 2b repeats the same exercise for the UCR. The “jump” in the lines around the zero threshold
suggests that these parties indeed perform better in places where they govern. However, this effect
is clearly restricted to local elections; there is no similar jump when looking at federal elections —

either legislative midterms or concurrent presidential races.

RD results. These results are confirmed by the RD estimates presented in Table 1. Note that while
we are formally estimating a partisan effect — for the PJ in panel (a) and the UCR in panel (b)
— the fact that mayors can be reelected indefinitely means that the estimates for the mayoral race
combine both the personal and partisan returns to incumbency. For the other categories we estimate
a purely partisan effect, since the incumbent mayor is typically not on the ballot (with the partial
exception of 2009).

Incumbent parties enjoy a large electoral advantage in their bid for reelection: for the PJ, in-
cumbency translates into an additional 24 percentage points in its probability of reelection. This
number is even higher for the UCR: a 29 pp. increase. 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 7+4. This translates into a 6-7 pp. in-
crease in the proportion of seats captured when the party controls the mayoralty, relative to places

where the same party is in the opposition.
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Table 1: 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 (Txp) 15.54 23.83 4.12 5.77 441 7.06 1.31 3.38
95% C1 [-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 (Tzp) 9.64 29.07 3.54 5.94 3.34 6.48 2.41 -0.04
95% C1 [-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 1701213 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 victory,. Standard
errors are clustered by municipality. Samples are restricted to municipal elections (i) held in concurrent
years; and (ii) in which the party finished in the first or second place. Reported number of observations
indicate effective sample sizes.

In line with the 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 at t+2 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.

The picture is different in federal races. For the PJ, we estimate a 1.3 pp. effect in midterm
(legislative) elections and a 3.4 percentage point increase in presidential contests, though in both

cases we fail to reject the null hypothesis of no effect at conventional levels. Estimates for the
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UCR are similarly small and statistically insignificant. In sum, there is no evidence of a partisan

incumbency advantage for local parties on national elections.

Robustness. We run several robustness checks to validate our research design and findings. Fig-
ure A8 shows the density of the running variable for each party is continuous at the cutoff, giving
credence to the assumption that observations are not deliberately sorting themselves. In line with
the continuity assumption, the “balance” tests reported in Table A4 show that close winners and
losers are similar in terms of their pre-treatment covariates. We also exploit the fact that finishing
first in a midterm election confers no special institutional status to run a placebo test, i.e. the effect
of winning the municipal election but not the mayoralty. Table A5 documents that this placebo
treatment does not have an effect on future electoral outcomes. Finally, we assessed the robustness
of our results to varying specifications, including bandwidth choice (Figure A10) and method of
selecting it (Table A6); clustering standard errors by year rather than municipality (Table A9); us-
ing a second-order polynomial instead of local-linear regression (Table A8); and using demeaned
outcome variables (Table A9). Our results are robust to all these alternative specifications.

In the preceding discussion we had noted that upper-level copartisans sometimes have the
means — in the form of (promises of) financial transfers — to induce mayos to mobilize; and if
such incumbents are popular, mayors will want to ride on their coattails anyway. This suggests
that incumbency effects for upper-level elections should vary depending on whether the mayor’s
party controls the presidency and/or the president is popular. In Tables A10 and Al1 in the ap-
pendix we take a preliminary look at these possibilities. The first two panels of Table A10 show
that the PJ does especially well at all levels when a copartisan controls the presidency — basically,
all elections between 1991 and 2015, with the single exception of the 2001 midterm (see Table A1)
—but nonetheless its mayors still enjoy a large advantage in local elections in general-election years
when the party is in the opposition nationally. The UCR, in contrast, does badly at all levels when

a copartisan controls the presidency but better during PJ national administrations (panels c-d).
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A possible explanation is that UCR presidents were generally unpopular (see Table Al), and
the only concurrent election in which they were not (1987) coincided with a Peronist victory in the
gubernatorial race. Small sample sizes preclude us from evaluating this possibility for the UCR di-
rectly, but we can do it for the PJ. Table Al1 splits the copartisan PJ sample depending on whether
the president’s net approval rating (Carlin et al., 2019) in the quarter before the election was above
or below the sample median. Interestingly, we find that incumbency effects in local races are simi-
lar regardless of the president’s popularity, but the effect on federal elections is substantially larger
— 6.8 and 8.5 pp. in congressional and presidential races, though only the latter is statistically
significant — when the president is popular than when (s)he is unpopular — 4.7 and 1.9 pp. respec-
tively. While these results are suggestive, the small sample sizes involved and the fact that several

of these estimates are statistically insignificant means that they should be taken with a grain of salt.

Discussion and Conclusion

Exploiting the PBA’s institutional setup, we evaluated 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 sometimes transfer votes to their parties; at the very least, they do
not hinder them. This stands in contrast to the “incumbency curse” literature, which has mostly
found a negative and statistically significant partisan effect in other developing countries (Uppal,
2009; Klasnja, 2015; Lucardi and Rosas, 2016; Klasnja and Titiunik, 2017; Schiumerini, 2017;
Feierherd, 2020). This probably reflect the specifics of the Argentine case. As in other developing
countries, PBA mayors rely extensively on providing services and goods to voters in exchange for
support. But despite their internal fractures, Argentine parties are much stronger than in Brazil,
where most party labels have little meaning for voters, and mayors who control strong patronage

machines often switch allegiances (Novaes, 2018; Feierherd, 2020).
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Our results, however, vary for different offices, implying that within-country factors also matter.
In the case of local races, estimates for midterm years are smaller and noisier than those reported
in concurrent years. This may reflect two potentially complementary factors. On the one hand,
the large positive effects in concurrent elections may be driven by purely personal effects, such as
voters’ positive feelings towards individual mayors. Even if mayors seek to enlarge their majority
in the local council, their capacity to mobilize support may be diminished when they do not appear
in the ticket. The absence of coattail effects from executive elections may also make midterm
elections more competitive overall (Jones, 1997; Samuels, 2000), making it harder for mayors to
help their copartisans. Regarding the null results in federal elections, not only are mayors unlikely
to affect the election outcome, but we also showed that sometimes they want to actively dissociate
themselves from unpopular upper-level copartisans.

We conclude by highlighting some implications of our findings for our understanding of Ar-
gentine 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 (1983-2007) from Lants or Hugo Curto (1991-2015) from Tres de Febrero,
were or have been in power for decades; others, like Juan José Mussi (1987-1994; 2003-2010;
and 2019-) from Berazategui alternated in office with their offspring (Juan Patricio Mussi, 2011-
2019). Indeed, Figure A5 in the appendix shows that municipal elections in the Conurbano —
and especially the tercera seccion, which is often identified as a Peronist bastion — are much less
competitive than in the rest of the province. That said, the number of competitive elections in the
Conurbano is not trivial. While some Peronist Barons may possibly benefit from winning lopsided
elections in heavily Peronist districts — effects which we cannot estimate causally’* — our findings
also suggest that part of their electoral influence stems from being incumbents rather than from

simply being Peronists, and that both major parties profit from incumbency.

2RrD designs estimate a local average treatment effect, or LATE, for observations at the RD cutoff.
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Online Appendix

“When the Partisan Becomes Personal: Mayoral Incumbency Ef-
fects in Buenos Aires, 1983-2019”
(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.



A Descriptive statistics

Copartisanship and approval. Table A1 presents the partisan identity of the president and gover-
nor for each election between 1985 and 2019, as well as the president’s net approval % — defined as
the difference between the president’s positive approval % minus its negative (dis)approval (Carlin

etal. 2019) — in the quarter before the election.

Mayoral re-election, 2011 and 2015 cohorts. Table A2 presents the re-running reelection rates

for PJ and UCR mayors elected in 2011 and 2015.

Descriptive statistics. Table A3 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 first or second.

Correlation between outcomes. Figure Al presents the correlation between outcomes for each of
the four samples listed in Table A3. 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. Figure A5 display both the average values and the full distribution of

the running variable in each of Buenos Aires’s eight electoral secciones.

Additional RD plots. Figures A6 and A7 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.



Table Al: Copartisanship and presidential approval, 1985-2019

outcome measured in  president’s party governor’s party

net approval %

1985
1987
1989
1991
1993
1995
1997
1999
2001
2003
2005
2007
2009
2011
2013
2015
2017
2019

midterm
concurrent
midterm
concurrent
midterm
concurrent
midterm
concurrent
midterm
concurrent
midterm
concurrent
midterm
concurrent
midterm
concurrent
midterm
concurrent

PJ
PJ
PJ
PJ
PJ

PJ
PJ
PJ
PJ
PJ
PJ
PJ

UCR
UCR
UCR

UCR

UCR
UCR

PJ
PJ
PJ
PJ
PJ
PJ
PJ
PJ
PJ
PJ
PJ
PJ
PJ
PJ

UCR
UCR

UCR
UCR

30.2
23.7
-6.3
3.9
-2.3
1.9
-6.5
-15.0
-14.2
26.5
329
22.0
-10.8
28.7
11.0
17.3
1.2

Partisan affiliation of Argentina’s president and the governor of Buenos Aires
at the time of each municipal election between 1985 and 2019. Net approval
— defined as positive approval % minus negative (dis)approval % — is taken
from Carlin et al. (2019). Values in black indicate “High” approval — a value
above 4.40%, the median value for the 1983.Q4-2018.Q2 period —, while val-
ues in red indicate presidents with “Low” approval.
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Table A2: Re-running and re-election rates PBA mayors, 2011 & 2015 cohorts

Re-runs Wins Loses
Cohort Samplesize* N % N % N %
2011-2015 115 78 67.8 46 59.0 32 41.0
2015-2019 120 97 80.8 83 85.6 14 144
Total 235 175 74.5 129 73.7 46 263

* Data on 20 and 15 municipalities is missing, respectively, because
the municipality was controlled by a porty other than the PJ or the

UCR.
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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),+, and vote share (president); 14 in panel (a) (p =

0.018).



Table A3: Descriptive statistics

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

(a) Concurrent election years N mean sd. min max N mean sd. min max
winner; (0/100) 1097 54.79 49.79 0.00 100.00 872 49.43 50.03 0.00 100.00
margin of victory; (-100:100) 1097 4.05 20.10 -52.54 67.19 872 -1.83 18.74 -60.85 52.54
vote share (municipal),; (0:100) 1097 43.29 10.77 11.71 77.54 872 41.81 11.31 7.83 74.62
winner;+, (0/100) 1097 51.69 49.99 0.00 100.00 872 44.27 49.70 0.00 100.00
winner;+4 (0/100) 1096 55.29 49.74 0.00 100.00 872 42.09 49.40 0.00 100.00
vote share (municipal);» (0:100) 1097 37.65 12.54 0.21 66.26 872 36.47 12.73 295 67.02
vote share (municipal); 14 (0:100) 1096 43.10 12.52 2.15 100.00 872 38.30 1545 1.15 74.62
seat share (municipal);+> (0:100) 1097 44.38 18.45 0.00 100.00 872 41.84 17.46 0.00 100.00
seat share (municipal), 14 (0:100) 1096 48.74 16.78 0.00 100.00 872 41.18 18.57 0.00 100.00
vote share (national deputy),15 (0:100) 1073 34.94 13.05 0.52 65.22 846 35.86 12.82 432 65.53
vote share (president);14 (0:100) 855 40.58 11.11 1094 70.37 598 28.88 17.25 0.53 74.88
copartisan president; 5 (0/1) 1097 0.56 050 000 1.00 872 0.55 0.50 0.00 1.00
copartisan president; 4 (0/1) 1097 0.78 0.41 000 1.00 872 027 044 0.00 1.00
popular copartisan president; 5 (0/1) 614 042 049 0.00 1.00 481 0.25 043 0.00 1.00
popular copartisan president,;,4 (0/1) 860 0.57 050 0.00 1.00 119 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00
(b) Midterm election years (N =1036) (N =906)

winner; (0/100) 1036 57.14 49.51 0.00 100.00 906 48.12 49.99 0.00 100.00
margin of victory; (-100:100) 1036 3.45 18.34 -46.70 57.42 906 -1.14 18.06 -57.42 46.70
vote share (municipal), (0:100) 1036 39.68 10.66 1530 66.26 906 38.22 1091 597 67.02
winner;+, (0/100) 1035 56.33 49.62 0.00 100.00 906 41.06 49.22 0.00 100.00
winner; 4 (0/100) 931 57.36 49.48 0.00 100.00 774 33.20 47.13 0.00 100.00
vote share (municipal);> (0:100) 1035 43.72 12.11  2.15 100.00 906 38.85 14.51 1.46 74.62
vote share (municipal);+4 (0:100) 931 38.88 12.24 332 73.14 774 33.75 14.00 2.04 67.02
seat share (municipal), 15 (0:100) 1035 49.72 16.52 0.00 100.00 906 41.87 17.30 0.00 100.00
seat share (municipal); 14 (0:100) 931 46.05 18.60 0.00 100.00 774 38.07 18.45 0.00 100.00
vote share (national deputy); > (0:100) 1018 43.46 9.25 6.22 75.04 865 34.22 13.13 0.95 66.76
vote share (president); 4 (0:100) 94 46.36 5.22 33.85 59.14 117 37.74 597 2296 52.81
copartisan president; 5 (0/1) 1036 0.80 040 0.00 1.00 906 0.28 045 0.00 1.00
copartisan president; 4 (0/1) 1036 0.67 047 000 1.00 906 0.35 048 0.00 1.00
popular copartisan president,,» (0/1) 833 0.54 050 0.00 1.00 124 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00
popular copartisan president,4 (0/1) 594 0.39 049 0.00 1.00 314 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

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. The popular copartisan president variables are restricted to
observations where there is a copartisan president in the first 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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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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Figure A4: Average vote share 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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Figure A6: Mimicking variability RD plots with quantile-spaced bins — 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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B Balance checks and placebos

Density test. Figure A8 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 A9 and the
RD estimates reported in Table A4 show that there is no incumbency effect on the lagged version

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

Placebo: midterm elections. Table A5 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.

11



(a) PJ — Full sample

) vote share
victory (0/100) (municipal) (0:100)
100 B =0.1pp. B =2.1pp.
75
50
25
0
100 B =-0.5pp.
75 .
T
° e el s .
25 . :
0

50 -50 -25 0 25

seat share
(municipal) (0:100)

B =3.7pp.

\-_./.f’\’." 0

50 -50 -25 0 25

margin of victory; (midterm election)

(b) UCR — Full sample

vote share
(municipal) (0:100)

B =0.2pp.

victory (0/100)
100 B =4.8pp.

75

50

25

100 8 =0.1pp.
75

50

25 .

50 -50 -25 0 25

seat share
(municipal) (0:100)

B =2.1pp.

B =0.4pp.

0o 4%°
» .s .... ==
o

50 -50 -25 0 25

margin of victory; (midterm election)

vote share
(federal) (0:100)
B =0.6pp.
Y o
d
B =-9.8pp.
+
\._/.‘/r\'/ B
50 -50 -25 0 25 50
vote share
(federal) (0:100)
8 =-0.6pp.
<%
/ N
o, (N .
B =-19.6pp.
T
d / IN

50 -50 -25 0 25 50
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uniform kernel.
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Table A4: 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 (Txp) 6.74 -2.65 2.12 -0.55 6.53 0.34 0.53 -3.39
95% cC1 [-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 (Tzp) 8.52 2.65 1.94 2.82 2.58 1.80 1.77 1.39
95% cC1 [-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 1711202 188|227 176208 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 victory,. 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 AS: Placebo tests: “Incumbency” effect in midterm elections, 1985-2013

vote share seat share vote share

winner (municipal) (municipal) (federal)
(a) PJ 142 144 142 t+4 142 144 142 1+4
estimate (Tzp) 6.28 -5.89 1.09 -1.33 3.54 -3.02 2.45 -0.70
95% C1 [-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 3691 43.69 42.45 39.35 35.93
(b) UCR
estimate (Tzp) 4.89 0.15 0.16 -0.28 2.25 0.73 -2.09 -1.32
95% C1 [-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 victory;. 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.
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C Robustness checks

Sensitivity to bandwidth choice. Figure A10 shows that the findings reported in Table 1 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 A6 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 A7 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 A8 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 A9 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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Figure A10: Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust 95% CIs. The running variable is margin
of victory,. 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 1.
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Table A6: Robustness checks (I): CER-optimal bandwidths

vote share seat share vote share

winner (municipal) (municipal) (federal)
(a) PJ ) 1+4 142 1+4 142 1+4 142 1+4
estimate (Tzp) 15.39 25.96 4.21 5.76 4.45 7.83 1.43 3.16
95% c1 [-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 291250 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 (Tzp) 9.49 29.78 4.08 6.16 3.19 7.12 1.90 -0.10
95% c1 [-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 victory,. 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.
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Table A7: Robustness checks (11): Clustering standard errors by year

vote share seat share vote share

winner (municipal) (municipal) (federal)
(a) PJ 142 1+4 142 144 142 1+4 ) 144
estimate (Tzp) 15.75 23.40 4.07 5.77 4.38 7.40 1.58 2.79
95% C1 [-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 384367 205|192
control mean 30.24 31.85 32.44 38.15 37.05 42.13 29.71 37.69
(b) UCR
estimate (Tzp) 9.14 27.06 3.70 5.63 3.32 6.49 1.24 0.17
95% C1 [-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 165203 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 victory;. 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.
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Table A8: Robustness checks (111): Employing second-order polynomials

vote share seat share vote share

winner (municipal) (municipal) (federal)
(a) PJ 142 1+4 142 1+4 ) 1+4 142 144
estimate (Tzp) 17.19 37.65 4.27 6.56 6.20 9.49 0.62 4.58
95% C1 [-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 (Tzp)  11.05 3943 5.54 9.18 3.27 11.00 3.65 -0.45
95% C1 [-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 304346 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 victory,. 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.
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Table A9: Robustness checks (1V): Demeaned outcomes

vote share seat share vote share

winner (municipal) (municipal) (federal)
(a) PJ 142 t+4 t+2  t+4 142 r+4 142 1+4
estimate (Tzp) 10.68 19.60 441 4.65 4.54 6.25 2.18 0.38
95% C1 [-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 310272 265|233 245|212 357|334 247|214 257|227 284|248 196|180
control mean -7.84 -11.46 -1.85 -2.44 241 -2.71 -1.30 -0.60
(b) UCR
estimate (Tzp) 2.37 19.47 0.78 4.37 1.04 5.29 1.38 -0.03
95% c1 [-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 victory,. 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 A10: Robustness checks (V): Heterogeneous effects by president copartisanship

yote share seat share vote share

winner (municipal) (municipal) (federal)
(a) PJ, copartisan t—2 t—4 t—2 t—4 t—2 t—4 t—2 t—4
estimate (Trp) 37.88 20.33 8.82 6.55 9.65 8.10 5.69 6.06
95% c1 [20.6:63.2] [3.2:42.7] [4.6:14.6] [2.8:11.7] [3.6:16.5] [3.0:15.7] [1.7:10.5] [2.1:12.4]
p-value 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01
bwd. 10.32 13.38 14.92 12.23 13.77 10.77 16.81 8.34
N 118|123 214|217 145|163 201|200 143|155 178|177 153|182 123|118
control mean 26.61 31.20 31.48 36.72 35.12 40.59 34.20 36.13
(b) p1, opposition
estimate (Txp) -1.88 45.35 -0.62 3.26 3.01 8.78 -5.09 -1.93
95% c1 [-32.9:24.2] [16.6:81.7] [-6.1:5.2] [-2.9:9.8] [-5.9:14.0] [1.1:19.6] [-13.8:1.3] [-12.9:7.0]
p-value 0.80 0.01 0.89 0.37 0.50 0.06 0.17 0.64
bwd. 11.15 8.65 11.77 9.82 8.92 7.74 13.67 9.92
N 133|197 57|35 144/103 6439 111]79 47|34 164|115 34|22
control mean 33.09 33.33 33.19 41.35 38.56 45.59 26.20 44.56
(c) UCR, copartisan
estimate (Tzp) -15.62 29.81 1.15 3.74 2.59 0.33 -0.75 -7.47
95% c1 [-45.4:9.5] [-0.9:62.1] [-4.2:7.0] [-4.2:12.3] [-5.1:10.6] [-8.1:7.5] [-6.3:4.2] [-15.8:-2.7]
p-value 0.28 0.11 0.69 0.42 0.56 0.96 0.73 0.02
bwd. 10.47 13.93 11.47 10.95 11.29 15.19 11.75 9.05
N 87|133 47195 97|142 38|72 96/139 51|99 96144 17]28
control mean 27.23 10.26 30.52 36.14 34.41 39.45 32.96 39.93
(d) UCR, opposition
estimate (Trp) 43.01 30.75 7.80 7.35 5.34 8.37 6.13 -0.30
95% c1 [23.0:69.2] [12.9:57.4] [3.9:14.5] [2.2:14.1] [-0.6:11.0] [2.0:15.9] [0.6:14.4] [-8.9:7.5]
p-value 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.11 0.03 0.07 0.89
bwd. 11.51 9.22 9.27 13.03 19.14 16.52 10.54 14.06
N 89|87 119|128 73|72 167|175 134|116 200|192 83|79 127|123
control mean 17.99 21.49 31.16 30.52 33.28 31.86 28.91 25.01

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 victory,. Standard errors are clustered
by municipality. Presidential copartisanship is measured at the same time as the outcome variable. Samples are
restricted to municipal elections (i) held in concurrent years; and (ii) in which the party finished in the first or second
place. Reported number of observations corresponds to the effective sample size.
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Table A11: Robustness checks (VI): Heterogeneous effects by presidential approval (PJ only)

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

(a) High approval -2 t—4 -2 t—4 t—2 t—4 t—2 t—4
estimate (Tzp) 28.71 25.68 9.97 6.14 12.48 9.54 6.80 8.49
95% c1 [0.1:70.1] [5.1:49.7] [3.0:19.0] [1.1:12.8] [0.9:28.0] [1.1:20.6] [-1.2:15.3] [2.6:17.5]
p-value 0.09 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.07 0.07 0.16 0.02
bwd. 13.25 21.18 19.01 19.08 17.76 12.40 16.59 9.30
N 49153 153|155 63|72 145|145 61|70 111]100 56|64 86|76
control mean 24.72 32.50 26.18 34.74 30.12 39.25 31.97 34.14
(b) Low approval

estimate (Tzp) 36.53 37.38 7.55 5.72 7.54 7.27 4.68 1.90
95% CI [13.8:67.6] [8.2:83.6] [1.6:13.1] [1.2:11.9] [-0.2:14.0] [1.0:16.9] [-0.5:9.8] [-2.1:7.4]
p-value 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.10 0.06 0.14 0.36
bwd. 10.29 6.79 13.86 11.06 13.64 8.84 15.26 11.77
N 76|82 59|70 92|100 82|95 92|99 72|82 91]107 55|65
control mean 31.06 33.56 31.49 36.10 36.52 40.89 27.61 34.14

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 victory;. Standard errors are clustered
by municipality. Samples are restricted to instances in which the outcome variable was measured in an election in
which the president was from the PJ. “High” (respectively, “Low”) approval means that in the quarter before the
election, the president’s net approval rating was above (below) the median value for the full period (see Table Al).
The sample is restricted to municipal elections (i) held in concurrent years; and (ii) in which the PJ finished in the
first or second place. Reported number of observations corresponds to the effective sample size.
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