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Appendix A: Supplementary analyses

Figure A.1: Benchmarking Norway: Cross-National Variation in Liberal Democracy and
Political Corruption
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Notes: Each point represents a country in 2024. The horizontal axis shows V-Dem’s political corruption index (v2z_corr),
an aggregate measure of bribery, embezzlement, and other forms of corruption in the executive, public administration,
legislature, and judiciary, scaled from 0 (least corruption) to 1 (most corruption). The vertical azis shows V-Dem’s liberal
democracy index (v2z_libdem), which combines the electoral democracy index with indicators of civil liberties, Tule of law,
and judicial and legislative constraints on the executive, scaled from 0 (lowest level of liberal democracy) to 1 (highest).
Norway, the country on which our study focuses, is highlighted with a red circle, a subset of benchmark countries used for
comparison is shown with black circles and labels, and all remaining countries appear as light gray hollow circles in the
background. Source: Coppedge et al. (2025).



Figure A.2: Public Perceptions of Elected Representatives’ Competence and Integrity
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Notes: This figure shows the fraction of survey respondents who agree with the statements given in each panel heading. The
data comes from the 2019 Local Election Survey (Lokalvalgsunderspkelsen). Panel A reports responses to the statement:
“Most of the elected representatives in this municipality are generally competent and know what they are doing” (n=38,954).
Panel B reports responses to the statement “The elected representatives in this municipality do not abuse their power for
their own personal gain” (n=3,936).



Figure A.3: Characteristics by Initial Rank Position
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Notes: This figure shows how candidate characteristics vary with initial list rank: Panel A reports the fraction receiving
a head start, Panel B the share of women, and Panel C the mean age. The figure is constructed using data from Fiva,
Sgrensen and Vpllo (2024).



Figure A.4: Reasons for Casting Personal Votes
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Notes: This figure, adapted from Coz, Fiva and King (2024), presents survey evidence of voters’ reasons for casting
personal votes. Reported are the fraction of survey respondents answering that they cast a personal vote because the reason
given in the legend played a ‘major role’. Alternative responses are ‘don’t know’, ‘no role’, and ‘some role’. Data from
the 2019 Local Election Survey (Lokalvalgsundersgkelsen) (n= 2,612). The analysis is restricted to the 1,628 respondents
who report that they cast a personal vote.



Figure A.5: Age Distribution of General Population, First-Time Nominees, and All Can-
didates
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Notes: This figure displays the age composition of different subgroups of the population. We split the sample into three
groups: indiwviduals not running for local office in yeart (N=17,627,265), individuals who are running for local office for the
first time in year t (N=81,213), and all candidates (including first-time nominees) running for local office (N=259,992).
We use data from elections held in 2007, 2011, 2015, and 2019.



Figure A.6: Criminal Involvement in Local Councils in Counterfactual Election Outcomes
By List Length
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Notes: This figure displays the share of individuals who committed a crime resulting in a court-issued legal sanction within
the five years preceding the election year (t — 5 to t — 1) for different counterfactual and actual election outcomes. The
sample is divided into two mutually exclusive groups: candidates running for parties with a list length below the municipal
median in that year (‘Below median list length’), and candidates running for parties with a list length above the municipal
median (‘Above median list length’). The left-most bar (red) represents council members randomly drawn from the entire
eligible population residing in the municipality (“Random draw from municipality”, based on 1,000 draws). The next bar
to the right (brown) shows council members randomly drawn from the relevant electoral list (“Random draw from list”,
1,000 draws). The subsequent bar (green) represents top candidates selected from a party list in the order they appear
on the ballot, thereby mimicking a closed-list electoral system (“Top candidates selected”). Finally, the right-most bar
(turquoise) depicts the actual election outcome (“Actual election outcome”). We use data from elections held in 20083,
2007, 2011, 2015, and 2019.



Figure A.7: Criminal Involvement in Local Councils in Counterfactual Election Outcomes
By Population Size
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Notes: This figure displays the share of individuals who committed a crime resulting in a court-issued legal sanction within
the five years preceding the election year (t — 5 to t — 1) for different counterfactual and actual election outcomes. The
sample is divided into two mutually exclusive groups: municipalities with population sizes below the median in the election
year (‘Below median’,N = 1,073 municipalities) and municipalities with population sizes above the median in the election
year (‘Above median’,N = 1,072 municipalities). The left-most bar (red) represents council members randomly drawn
from the entire eligible population residing in the municipality (“Random draw from municipality”, based on 1,000 draws).
The next bar to the right (brown) shows council members randomly drawn from the relevant electoral list (“Random draw
from list”, 1,000 draws). The subsequent bar (green) represents top candidates selected from a party list in the order they
appear on the ballot, thereby mimicking a closed-list electoral system (“Top candidates selected”). Finally, the right-most
bar (turquoise) depicts the actual election outcome (“Actual election outcome”). We use data from elections held in 2003,
2007, 2011, 2015, and 2019.



Figure A.8: Criminal Records Among Politicians Relative to the Population
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Notes: This binned scatterplot shows the relation between the prevalence of criminal records among politicians and the
general population across municipality-years. Individuals with a criminal records are those who committed a crime resulting
in a court-issued legal sanction within the five years preceding the election year (t—5 to t—1). Municipality-years are sorted
by the population’s share with a criminal record and divided into ten equal-sized bins. Each bin includes 203 observations
(N=2,030). The dashed 45-degree line indicates equal prevalence in the population and among politicians.
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Figure A.9: Lists With Mayor by Local Party Size
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Notes: This figure shows the percentage of mayors coming from the largest party, second largest party, third largest party,
and so on, based on party vote shares in local council elections from 2003 to 2019. The figure is constructed using data
from Fiva, Sgrensen and Vpllo (2024).
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Figure A.10: Criminal Involvement of Politicians and Citizens
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Notes: This figure displays the share of individuals who committed any type of crime resulting in a court-issued legal
sanction within the five years preceding the election year (t —5 to t —1). The population is divided into five mutually
exclusive categories: individuals not running for local office in year t (‘population’; N=17,627,265), candidates running for
local office in year t that are not elected (‘nominated’; N=212,207), non-first-ranked candidates who were elected to local
office in year t and did not serve as mayors (‘elected’; N=36,690), first-ranked candidates who were elected to council and
were not promoted to mayor (N=9,167), and those elected to local office in year t who were appointed mayors (‘mayor’;
N=1,918). We use data from elections held in 2003, 2007, 2011, 2015, and 2019.
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Table A.1: Criminal Convictions Among First-Time Nominees and the General Population,
by Type of Crime

Drug Economic  Violence Traffic Other

(1) (2) (3) (4) ()

Variables
First-time nominee = 1 -0.0035***  -0.0015***  -0.0025*** -0.0003 -0.0004***
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)

Fized-effects

Year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Age Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Gender Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Working status Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Income decile Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Municipality Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Fit statistics

Observations 14,453,044 14,453,044 14,453,044 14,453,044 14,453,044
R? 0.01500 0.00890 0.01047 0.00430 0.00301
Mean dep. var. 0.00780 0.00439 0.00445 0.00271 0.00138

Notes: This table displays the regression results from Equation 1, comparing criminal involvement between first-time
nominees (N = 81,213) and the general population (N = 14,372,180). Criminal involvement is defined as having
committed a crime resulting in a court-issued legal sanction within the five years preceding the election year (t —5 to
t—1). Criminal activities are broken down into five mutually exclusive categories. Standard errors are clustered at the
municipality level. Full model results are reported in Appendiz Table G.J. Significance levels: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *:
0.1
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Table A.2: Comparison of Criminal Background of Top-Ranked and Lower-
Ranked Candidates

Drug Economic  Violence  Traffic Other

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

Variables
Rank =1 -0.0020**  -0.0005 -0.0002  -0.0009**  0.0000
(0.0003) (0.0004) (0.0004)  (0.0004)  (0.0003)
Rank = 2 -0.0005 -0.0006  -0.0012*** -0.0009**  -0.0003
(0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0002)  (0.0004) (0.0002)
Rank = 3 -0.0010* -0.0005 -0.0002  -0.0010**  0.0003
(0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0004)  (0.0004)  (0.0003)
Rank = 4 -0.0006 -0.0006  -0.0011***  -0.0002 0.0005
(0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0003)  (0.0004)  (0.0004)
Rank = 5 -0.0006 -0.0004 0.0008 -0.0004  -0.0005**
(0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005)  (0.0005)  (0.0003)
Rank = 6 -0.0002 0.0003 -0.0009**  0.0000 0.0000
(0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0003)  (0.0005) (0.0003)
Rank = 7 -0.0011** -0.0003 -0.0005 0.0003 0.0007*
(0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0004)  (0.0005)  (0.0004)
Rank = 8 -0.0007 -0.0005 0.0005 -0.0005 0.0004
(0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0005)  (0.0004)  (0.0004)
Rank = 9 -0.0001  -0.0012***  -0.0007* -0.0004 -0.0001

(0.0005)  (0.0004)  (0.0003)  (0.0005)  (0.0003)

Fized-effects

Age Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Gender Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Working status Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Income decile Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
List-year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Fit statistics

Observations 259,966 259,966 259,966 259,966 259,966
R? 0.06891 0.05620 0.06625 0.05640  0.06184
Mean dep. var.  0.00283 0.00212 0.00145 0.00205  0.00097

Notes: This table displays the regression results from Equation 2, comparing criminal involvement
across candidates of varying ranks. Criminal involvement is defined as having committed a crime
resulting in a court-issued legal sanction within the five years preceding the election year (t — 5 to
t—1). Criminal activities are broken down into five mutually exclusive categories. We use candidates
ranked 10 and above (N = 152,085) as the reference group. Fach estimate represents the difference
in the proportion of candidates with a criminal record between those in the 104 category and those
ranked 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, and so on. Standard errors are clustered at the municipality level. Full
model results are reported in Appendiz Table G.5. Significance levels: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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Table A.3: Rank Improvements After Personal Votes by Crime Type

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Variables
Drug -0.0738*  -0.0755"*  -0.0929*** -0.0646*** -0.0859***
(0.0193) (0.0192) (0.0192) (0.0188) (0.0194)
Economic -0.0958***  -0.1052*** -0.1177*** -0.0935*** -0.0961***
(0.0229) (0.0230) (0.0228) (0.0230) (0.0237)
Violence -0.0373 -0.0403 -0.0618"  -0.0449*  -0.0734***
(0.0250) (0.0249) (0.0249) (0.0246) (0.0254)
Traffic -0.0240 -0.0262 -0.0482*  -0.0458**  -0.0527**
(0.0232) (0.0233) (0.0230) (0.0227) (0.0228)
Other -0.0005 0.0000 -0.0168 -0.0058 -0.0122
(0.0305) (0.0305) (0.0306) (0.0308) (0.0316)
Initial rank 0.0038**  0.0040**  0.0040***  0.0040***  0.0096***
(0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0004) (0.0005)
Fized-effects
Year Yes Yes Yes Yes
Age Yes Yes Yes Yes
Gender Yes Yes Yes
Working status Yes Yes
Income decile Yes Yes
List-year Yes
Fit statistics
Observations 247,853 247,853 247,853 247,851 247,851
R? 0.00740 0.00982 0.01419 0.02525 0.09456
Mean dep. var.  0.56823 0.56823 0.56823 0.56823 0.56823

Notes: This table displays the regression results from Equation 3, analyzing the share of candidates
improving (or maintaining) their rank due to personal votes between criminal and non-criminal politi-
ctans. Criminal involvement is defined as having committed a crime resulting in a court-issued legal
sanction within the five years preceding the election year (t —5 tot —1). We split the sample into two
mutually exclusive groups: 1) Candidates who were convicted of having committed a crime (N = 2,202),
and 2) candidates who were not (N = 245,651). Criminal activities are broken down into five mutually
ezclusive categories. Fach estimate represents the difference in the share improving (or maintaining)
the ranks due to personal votes between politicians who committed the specific type of crime. Standard
errors are clustered at the municipality level. Full model results are reported in Appendiz Table G.6.
Significance levels: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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Appendix B: Overview of court-issued legal sanctions

Appendix Table B.1 reports the 25 most common crimes that resulted in court-issued
legal sanctions in 2019 by subgroups of crimes. Driving under the influence (DUI) was
the most common crime that resulted in a court-issued legal sanction, followed by drug-
related offenses under the penal code, speeding, assault, and violence against an officer.

While modest speeding as such is considered a minor infringement in Norway, some
cases are considered so serious that they end up in court. In 2019, 175, 655 cases of speed-
ing resulted in the less severe punishments issued by the police or the public prosecutor’s
office, highlighting how special the 1,311 cases that ended up in court were. Similarly,
minor drug offenses such as possession or personal use are usually punished with a penalty
charge notice, whereas more serious offenses such as distribution, import, or possession
of large quantities receive punishments issued by the courts.!

Appendix Table B.2 summarizes the number of criminal incidents that have led to
court-issued legal sanctions in our full sample. The data reveal that imprisonment is
the predominant form of punishment, accounting for nearly 50% of all legal penalties
handed down by the courts. This table also highlights the variation in sentencing across
different types of crimes, providing insight into how the courts punish different offenses.
For example, while prison sentences are imposed in 50% of economic crime cases, they
are significantly less common in traffic-related offenses, where only 27% of the convictions
result in incarceration.

Appendix Table B.3 summarizes the conviction rates for different subgroups of legal
sanctions, relative to the year the crime was committed. There are two primary reasons

for delays in crime recording. First, certain offenses may go undetected for several years

LOf the 16,026 drug-related crimes in 2019, less than half resulted in a court-issued legal sanction.
Of the 4,875 drug-related crimes that were punished according to the penal code of Norway, about
half resulted in a court-issued legal sanction. DUI offenses constitute a violation of the Road Traffic
Act (vegtrafikkloven) but are recorded in the register as drug related crimes. While 858 DUI-offenses
resulted in less severe punishments issued by the police or the prosecutor’s office in 2019, whereas 3, 735
of the DUI-offenses ended up with a court-issued legal sanction. DUI penalties: Fine for blood alcohol
concentration (BAC) up to 0.05%, fine with conditional/unconditional imprisonment for BAC between
0.05% and 0.12%, and fine with unconditional imprisonment for BAC over 0.12%.
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Table B.1: Top 25 Most Common Offenses in the Norwegian Population (2019)

Main Crime Group  Detailed description N
Drugs Driving under the influence 3,735
Drugs Drugs, the penal code 2,772
Traffic Speeding 1,312
Violence Assault 745
Violence Violence against an officer 704
Violence Bodily harm 603
Economic Fraud 588
Economic Aggravated fraud 471
Traffic Other or unspecified breach of the Road Traffic Act 434
Economic Theft 416
Violence Threat against an officer 342
Economic Aggravated theft 333
Other Obstructing and opposing public authority 306
Traffic Driving without a valid driver’s license 282
Violence Other or unspecified sexual offence 226
Violence Rape 222
Other Document- and ID-breach 218
Violence Abuse in intimate/familiar relationship 210
Other Arms, fire and explosives legislation 208
Violence Reckless behavior and personal harassment 166
Violence Threat 140
Other Immigration legislation 134
Violence Robbery 129
Economic Receiving stolen property 124
Economic Accounting violation 121
Sum (all crimes) 16,824

Notes: This table is constructed from publicly available aggregate statistics from Statistics Norway (https://
www. ssb. no/ statbank/ table/ 13579/ ), which report the 25 most common offenses leading to a court-issued
legal sanction in 2019. These data provide a more detailed breakdown of offense types than the restricted-access
administrative crime data used in our main analysis. The row “Sum (all crimes)” indicates the total sum of
offenses that led to a court-issued legal sanction.

following their occurrence, or they may only be reported by the victim at a later stage.
Second, the legal process involved in resolving crimes can be protracted.? In our analysis,
we exclude crimes committed in 2022, the final sample year, as the data for that year is

likely incomplete.

2Bhuller, Khoury and Lgken (2025) records an average span of six months from the initial charging of
a defendant to the commencement of the court trial. Following this, the average duration for the entire
court processing is approximately three months. Moreover, the possibility of appeals can further extend
the time before a final verdict is reached.
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Table B.2: Distribution of Legal Sanctions by Crime Type, 1998-2021

Sentence Drug Economic Violence Traffic Other N
Prison 0.458 0.501 0.611  0.268 0.309 207,845
Probation 0.430 0.299 0.197 0.313 0.231 143,297
Community punishment 0.069 0.164 0.127  0.092 0.053 46,555
Fine 0.043 0.033 0.049  0.327 0.401 43,305
Other type of reaction 0.001 0.002 0.016  0.000 0.005 2,003

1.000 1.000 1.000  1.000 1.000 443,005

Notes: This table summarizes the distribution of court-issued legal sanctions for Norwegian offenses committed
between 1998 and 2021. Each cell reports the share of offenses within a given crime category (Drug, Economic,
Violence, Traffic, Other) that resulted in a specific type of legal reaction. For example, the value 0.458 in the
“Drug—Prison” cell means that 45.8% of drug offenses in our data Tesulted in a prison sentence. The unit of
observation is an offense, and individuals may appear multiple times if they committed multiple crimes. The
column N reports the total number of offenses receiving each reaction type.

Table B.3: Timing of Legal Sanctions Relative to the Offense Year

Type of penalty t=0 t+1 t+2 t+3 t+4 t+5
Prison 0.27 077 0.93 0.97 0.99 0.99
Probation 0.28 0.79 0.93 0.98 0.99 0.99
Community punishment 0.23 0.73 0.92 0.98 0.99 1.00
Other type of reaction 0.11 0.63 0.87 094 097 0.98
Penalty by judgment 0.28 0.80 0.95 0.99 1.00 1.00

Notes: This table reports the distribution of time lags between when an offense was
committed and when the legal sanction was issued. For each type of sanction, the
table shows the share of cases where the sanction was issued in the same year as the
offense (t =0), in the following year (t+ 1), and so on up to five years later (t+5).

18



Appendix C: Subgroup analyses by political party

Figure C.1: Conviction Rates of First-time Nominees and Citizens by Party
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Notes: This figure displays the share of individuals who committed a crime resulting in a court-issued legal sanction within
the five years preceding the election year (t—>5 to t—1). We split the sample into two mutually exclusive groups: individuals
not running for local office in year t (N=14,872,180), and individuals who are running for local office for the first time
in year t (N=81,218). Additionally, the analysis segments the sample by political affiliation, allowing for a comparison
between individuals from each party and the general population. We use data from elections held in 2007, 2011, 2015, and
2019.
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Figure C.2: Criminal Involvement in Local Councils in Counterfactual Election Outcomes
By Party

R sv MDG
0.025 -
0.020 A
0.015 -
] T ]
0.000 -
o .
= AP SP KrF
q; 0.025
< 0.020
8 0.015 A
(8]
'S 0010+
S 0.005 o -
S 5 000- I B s e I
]
5 v H FrP
0.025 -
0.020 -
0.015 -
0.005 -
00051 -——
. T T
. & ™
@6& ) 6@\\6 b\é \e(:\\o(& @6@ & \\9 &5&\& \e{’\\o <@ N \\G e \\e 66'5\\@6 \e(’,\\ <@
S c,\Q RS & A o o\Q F kD P AC P OQG\Q F & o 2
(bg(\ 56‘” R (bb(\ %bQ'z» g S %6(\ éQ'z» 'a(, &
& 6\& & \\0& /\oQ ¥ & @‘Q @\\o& <R v & @‘Q @‘\\06\ <R v
«© «© «©

Notes: This figure displays the share of individuals who committed a crime resulting in a court-issued legal sanction
within the five years preceding the election year (t —5 to t — 1) for different counterfactual and actual election outcomes.
The sample is segmented by political party, arranged from “left” to “right” along the political spectrum: the Red Party
(R; established in 2008), Socialist Left Party (SV; 1961), Green Party (MdG; 1988), Labor Party (AP; 1887), Centre
Party (SP; 1920), Christian Democratic Party (KrF; 1933), Liberal Party (V; 1884), Conservative Party (H; 1884), and
Progress Party (FrP; 1973). The left-most bar (red) represents council members randomly drawn from the entire eligible
population residing in the municipality (“Random draw from municipality”, based on 1,000 draws). The mext bar to the
right (brown) shows council members randomly drawn from the relevant electoral list (“Random draw from list”, 1,000
draws). The subsequent bar (green) represents top candidates selected from a party list in the order they appear on the
ballot, thereby mimicking a closed-list electoral system (“Top candidates selected”). Finally, the right-most bar (turquoise)
depicts the actual election outcome (“Actual election outcome”).

20



T°0 % ‘G0°0 ‘x5 ‘TO0 “yxx

:§]202] 20uUDDIIUbLS 1202]-1DAIUNUL DY] 1D PAUIISN]D FUD §U0LLD PUDPUDIS (T — 1 01 G — 7) 4Dafi U01IR)2 2y burpadaLd sumafi 201f 2y} UIYPIM UOOUDS [DBI) PINSSI-1UN0D D UL BUNSIL dUILLD D PaPpIUUL0D buaDy
§D PauLap §1 JUIWRA)0AUL [DUIWALY “(SLET ‘d4d) it g ssauboig puv ‘(4991 ‘I1) frung 20130auasu0y) ((¥88T ‘N) figand 04T ‘(E6T {A43) frang oupasownq uvysiy) ‘(0861 ‘dS) Arind a19us) ‘(L88T ‘dV)
figavg 10qoT (8861 ‘HPIN) fizavg uaaun ‘(1961 ‘AS) fravg o7 15901005 ‘(9007 ur Paysiquisa ‘y) Arung pay ay3 wnagoads (ponod ayy buo gybri, o1 1fa], wouf pabuviiv ‘fruvd ponyod fiq pajuowbos
s1 9pdwns a1y, ‘(081 ‘TLE ‘FT = N) uouvindod piouab a2y puv (€118 = N) §99UNUOU dUNY-1S4Y UIIMIDq JUIWDAJOAUL [DUIWLLD Butundwiod ‘T uopnbsy woLf s)nsas uorssaiba.l ayy sfivydsip 2)qy s1yJ, §9J0N

GI8T0°0 €1810°0 VI810°0 €1810°0 €1810°0 €1810°0 VIST00 V18100 718100 T1810°0 -rea ~dop oy
LE0€0°0 LE0E00 8€0£0°0 8€0£0°0 LE0E0'0 LE0E0'0 8€0£0°0 8€0€0°0 8€0€0°0 620£0°0 d
€GEIRE'FT  TO0'GRETT  FEO'0SETT  98LBLEVT TIST'TRETT TCY'8SETT TC0'OLETT 9GL'SLEFT VSSTLEFT ¥HO'ESH'TI SUOIYeAIDS ()
§OUSUDIS 1]
SOX SOX SoX SOX SOx SOx SOx SOx SOX SOx Ayredoruny
Sox Sox Sox SoX SoX SOX SOX SOX SOX SOX O[II9p 2wWI0dU]
SOx SOx SOX SOX SOX SOA SOA SOA SOA SOX snye)s SUI{IOM
SOx SOX SOX SOx SOx SOx SOx SOx SOx SOx Iopuor)
Sox Sox Sox SoX SOX SOX SOx SOX SOA SOx ady
SOx SOx SOx SOx SOX SOA SOA SOA SOA SOA hicie) §
s109ff2-pox1.g

(81000)  (60000)  (2100°0)  (60000)  (8000°0)  (20000)  (1200°0)  (€1000)  (8€00°0)  (¥000°0)
98000 «s€900°07  4xx9800°0" s ITO0"  wusGCT00-  4uxGLO00-  4iTG00°0-  44x€900°0- L0000 4429000~ T = 99UIUIOU SUII}-)SIL]
$31QD2LDA

(01) (6) (8) (L) (9) (9) (%) (€) (¢) (1)
du H A AT ds dv DAN AS | sorpred [y

Kyreq Aq uoryendod [RIoUSX) ) PUR SOOUIWON OWIL] -S| Uoomi1ag uostreduwo)) :UOIRUIWON [eTIUT T ) 9[qR],

21



T°0 % ‘GO0 “xx ‘TO0 ‘yxx ‘51902] 20updYubng -ppasy fiyyvdioruniu

9Y] 9D PILIISTN]D 2UD S4O0LLD PADPUDLG “figund fiq ‘U0 05 pup Yy ‘pug ‘pug ‘ST PaYUDL 950Y] PUD ANOLb 20ULI[a.4 Y] UIIMIIQ PAODDL [DUIULLD D
Yypm $230p1puvd [0 U0Lodosd aYy] UL 22ULI[JAp Y] SIDIUPUL 9IDULYSD YODF dNoub 20UDL2[oL DY) SD 200QD PUD ()] PIYUDL SIIDPIPUDI 2SN I
(1 —101 G—1) 4vafi U012 Y3 burpada.d suvafi 201 aYy1 UYIUM UOOUDS [DBI) PINSSI-1UNO0D D UL HUIYNSIL 2WLLD D PIIIUUL0D BUADY §D PauULfop
§1 “QUDUWDNONUL JDUIULLLD 21QDY SWY) UT “(SLET ‘d4ed) fizand ssauboisg puv ‘(Y881 ‘H) frung 201wauasuoy) (V881 ‘A) firund 1040QuT ‘(§56T ‘d43)
fgung ouproowdq uvWsty) ‘(0661 ‘ds) firund 21qua) ‘(L88T ‘dV) firund +oqoT (8861 ‘DPIN) fpvd usaan (1967 ‘AS) fipand o 1511008
‘(8008 ur paysyqpisa ) fAruvg pay oYy ‘wnugoads (worjod ayp buopw | gybui, 031 ), woif pabuviup ‘frund (powod fiq pajuswbas s1 ajdwns
Y J, ‘syuvs burfiuva fo $2I0PIPUDD HUOWD JUWIA]0AUL [DULWLLD BuluDduiod ‘G UoDNDI WLl $PNsaL U0LssaLbaL Y] sAv)dsip 2]qD) S1Yy [, S9J0N

£8900°0 £8900°0 £8900°0 £8900°0 £8900°0 £8900°0 €8900°0  €8900°0  €8900°0 £0600°0 “rea dop weay
87€80°0 1018070 TEIR0'0 2TL90°0 01200 TLLVO0 L6ZPT°0 99290°0  SOPOT'0 7L0L0°0 -
€TLLT 110°T¥ 18€°6% 160°C¢ igdway €5S67 zeg'9 981°6% 620°6 996°69% SUOIPRAIOS ()
$OUSUDIS 18]
SOx SO SOx Sox SOx Sox Sox SOx Sox SOx Ieak-)s1]
SOX SOX SOX SOX SOX SOX SOX SOX SOX SOX 9109 owooU]
Sox SO SOx SOx SOx Sox SOx SOx Sox SOx snje)s SUINIOA
SOX SOX SOX SOX SOX SOX SOX SOX SOX SOX Iopuar)
SOx SO SOx SOX SOx Sox SOX Sox SOx SOx a8y
§900[fo-poTr.y
(0v00°0) (0200°0) (ezoo0)  (2100°0) (2100°0) (0200°0) (z900'0)  (Lz00'0)  (6200°0)  (6000°0)
¢%00°0- 67000~ L2000~ 1000°0 L100°0~ 610070~ 06000~ £200°0 9000°0 «+€200°0~ 6 = Juey
(0v00°0) (200°0) (Lzooo)  (6100°0) (6100°0) (1200°0) (6700'0)  (¥200'0)  (8900°0)  (0100°0)
29000~ L000°0 1200°0 G200°0 2100°0~ 1100°0- «92T0°0-  $000°0-  €000°0- 0100°0~ 8 = juey
(0¥00°0) (5200°0) (T€00°0) (9100°0) (2100°0) (6100°0) (2900°0)  (£200°0) (2900°0) (0T00°0)
1000°0 z100°0~ +2S00°0 L000°0 61000~ ++6£00°0~ 91000 6000°0-  S900°0- 60000~ L = yuey
(¥700°0) (¥200°0) (6z00'0)  (9100°0) (9100°0) (0200°0) (t900'0)  (¥200'0)  (9200°0)  (6000°0)
ST00°0 1200°0- 6£00°0 1000°0- ++€€00°0- 8100°0- 6500°0- £000°0 6£00°0 9000°0- 9 = Juey
(9%00°0) (¥200°0) (gz00'0)  (¥100°0) (z100°0) (6100°0) (€2000)  (9200°0)  (8900°0)  (0100°0)
£700°0 €200°0- ST00°0- 70000~ 44409000~  «FE00°0- 0%00°0- 0100°0 2T00°0 9100°0- g = Juey
(2£00°0) (6100°0) (82000)  (3200°0) (9100°0) (0200°0) (Leo0'0)  (gz00'0)  (92000)  (0100°0)
e700°0- +<6€£00°0- $200°0 L200°0 1200°0- GT00°0- 6500°0- 6z00'0-  £200°0 9100°0- 7 = Yuey
(2£00°0) (8100°0) (Lzoo0)  (0200°0) (9100°0) (€200°0) (8¢00'0)  (1€00°0)  (9900°0)  (0100°0)
L800°0-  «x+6900°0-  FT00°0 0100°0 «0£00°0- 62000~ 2900°0-  «8900°0 09000~  «xGT00°0- ¢ = Juey
(¥£00°0) (1200°0) (8100°0) (0100°0) (€100°0) (2100°0) (¥g00'0)  (61000)  (5900°0) (8000°0)
«x9800°0~ 60000~ 07000 4461000~ 4xxFE00°0~  4xx8F00°0-  0F00°0-  8T00°0-  TTO0'0-  +xx9E00°0- T = uey
(££00°0) (8100°0) (1200°0) (L100°0) (9100°0) (L100°0) (09000)  (1200°0)  (1200°0) (8000°0)
20000 «x6€00°0-  LZ000- £000°0 wxCF00°0~  £xCF00°0- €900°0-  ¥000°0- L0000~  «xxEE00°0- 1 = yuey
$9]qQDIUDA
(o1) (6) (8) (L) (9) (q) ) (€) (2) (1)
du H A A1 ds dv DAN AS a soryred 1y

Lyreq Aq sojepipue)) poyueY-Iomor pue payuey-doJ, uwoamjog uostreduwo)) :dof, o) e 180g :7°D) O[qRL

22



Sk TO0 Cxxn

10 % ‘600

:§7209) 20uDL1ubLy "1909] AUDAIOIUNUL 9Y] ID PILIISN)D BUD SLOLLD PADPUDIS SUDLDY0A PIIIINUOI-UOU PUD PIIIU0D UIMIIQ SII00
1puo0ssad 07 onp syuvL 2y) (buruIpIUIDUWL 40) burRoLdUWL 4DYS DY) UL POUILALIP oY) SIUISILdaL 29DUWYSD Yoy “figund po1p1yod fiq paruswibas ‘sisfiypun
awws ay3 wiofuad (1) ybnowyr (g) suwnjon (169 °GHg = N) 10U a49m oym §290prpumd (g puv ‘(70 ‘c = N) 2Wiid D pajpuiod buiany fo paiowauod
aom oym sapprpuvy) (1 :sdnosb aaisnpora fppninwe omy ojur ajdwns ay3 1)ds am (1) uwngoy) uy (T — 2 01 G — 1) 4vafi U01392]2 Y3 burpada.d suvafi
202f 2Y] UMY U01OUDS (DBD) PINSSI-JUN0D D UL BUIYNSIL 9WLLD D PIPPUWULOD BUINDY D POULIP ST JUIWDAJOAUL IDUMLLD D)qDY S1YL U “(ELET ‘d4l)
figang ssaubosg puv ‘(Y891 ‘H) firung 201wauasuoy) ‘(Y9871 ‘A) firung 04291 ‘(€661 ‘d43) firung 2uvioowaq uvyswy) ‘(0861 ‘dS) firnd a43ua)
‘(L88I ‘dV) figand 1oqu ‘(8861 ‘DPI) fruwd usas) ‘(1961 ‘AS) firund 1T 15yn120g (8008 wr paysyqviss ‘) firund pay vy ‘wn.goads poryrod
oy3 buopp  gybis, 03 ,3f2], wouf pabuviiv ‘fizand poyrjod fiq pagudwbas s1 2)dwins Y ], ‘sUD1122)0d IDUIULLLI -UOU PUD JDUIUWLLD UDMIIQ §300 (DU0SLIA
07 anp yuvs 42y (buruiurpw 40) buraosdwr s2I0PIPUDD [0 24DYs Y1 buszfiypup ‘g uowDNbI WoLf sYNSaL UOIssIUbL Y7 Shiv)dsip 219D S1Y [, SIION

FT8LG 0 TTPSS 0 L0LGS 0 9¥886°0 £0895°0 £905S°0 785990 1TT9G°0 Y1290 £895°0 “rea -dop ueoy
97010 89260°0 6£560°0 6TLIT°0 ££680°0 GL980°0 110810 TL560°0 GGOST 0 £8760°0 e
1L£°9C T63'6¢ GE8'LT STL€T 69.°0% 869°LY €16°g 691°8C 650°8 168°LVG SUOIYeAIasqQ
$0USUDIS 1]
SO SOX SO SOX SOX SOX SOX SOX SOX SOX Teak-)s1
SOA SOX SO Sox SOA SOX SOx Sox SOX SOA S[I09p awWodU]
SOX SOX SOX SOX SOX SOX SOX SOx SOX SOX sTnpe)s SUTHIOAN
SOx SOx SOx Sox SOx SOx SO Sox SO SOx Iopuer)
SO SOx SO SOx SO SOx SO SOx SOx SO o3y
§100ff2-poTi,]
(¥000°0) (9000°0) (L000°0) (6000°0) (¥000°0) (¥000°0) (€100°0) (L000°0) (8000°0) (000°0)
25586000 4xx68000  4xxG600°0  4xxTTTO0  4xxG0T00  4sxF6000  4xxBL00°0  4xx6600°0  4xx8L00°0  +4x9600°0 S[uel [erruy
(¥120°0) (6920°0) (10%0°0) (9290°0) (¥¥£0°0) (z920°0) (£650°0) (6££0°0) (ev<0°0) (8010°0)
#xx9890°0"  «xxPL600-  TEFO0- €IPT 0" wanGPET0-  «uuPSOT0-  8530°0- GGZ0°0- TLT0°0- wxx1G20°0- Elisinig}
$39]QDIIDA
(om) (6) (8) (L) (9) (9) ) (2) (@) (D)
di1 H A A3 ds dv DAN AgQ d sorpred [y

odAT, et £q $9)0A [RUOSIOJ 103y syueworoidwi] yuey :¢0) 9[qe],

23



Appendix D: Association between criminal background
and observable behaviors in our data

This appendix examines whether a criminal background in Norway is associated with
observable behaviors in our data that may be relevant for holding public office. Norway’s
robust legal system and high institutional integrity mean that criminal convictions are
unlikely to result from politically motivated prosecution or selective enforcement. In this
context, a conviction can be interpreted as a credible indicator of actual misconduct. To
assess potential differences between individuals with and without prior convictions, we
examine three outcomes: (i) recidivism, (ii) compliance with tax regulations (proxied by
penalty taxes),® and (iii) making charitable donations.

In Figure D.1, we divide the entire Norwegian population in our sample as of 2003
into two mutually exclusive: those convicted of a crime between 1998-2003, and those
with no criminal record in that period.

The left-most panel of Figure D.1 shows that individuals with a criminal background
were much more likely to commit a crime between 2004 - 2022 when compared to their
non-criminal counterparts. This underscores that, despite the Norwegian justice system’s
strong emphasis on rehabilitation, recidivism remains prevalent.

The middle panel of Figure D.1 shows that individuals with prior convictions were also
more likely to receive penalty taxes between 2004-2015. These results indicate that past
criminal behavior is associated with a higher likelihood of non-compliant or opportunistic
financial reporting, reinforcing concerns about candidate integrity.*

The rightmost panel of Figure D.1 shows whether individuals made any charitable

donations.? We measure whether individuals convicted between 1998-2003 made at least

3The penalty tax is imposed on individuals who submit incorrect or incomplete information to tax
authorities, leading to financial gain. Exceptions exist for honest mistakes due to illness, inexperience,
or other excusable circumstances.

4 Appendix Table D.1 confirms that these results are robust when using a stricter penalty tax measure
(skjerpet tilleggsskatt), which applies in cases of grossly negligent or particularly severe misreporting.

5See Sgrensen (2024) for further analysis of the relationship between charitable giving and political
candidacy in Norway.
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one charitable donation between 2004-2022. The results show that those with prior
convictions were less likely to donate during this period, indicating a difference in this
form of voluntary financial contribution.®

Beyond self-interest, some individuals with a criminal background may enter politics
with the intention of advocating for policy change. Given Norway’s strong emphasis on
rehabilitation (Bhuller et al., 2020), this motivation seems plausible. However, our find-
ings indicate that criminal activity persists in our sample, even among elected politicians
(see Appendix Figure D.2). This raises concerns about the selection of candidates with
a history of criminal involvement into office and suggests that, rather than signaling suc-
cessful reintegration, a criminal record may reflect deeper patterns of behavior relevant

to political performance.

6 Appendix Table D.1 confirms that all observed differences in subsequent criminal behavior, receipt of
tax penalties for inaccurate or incomplete reporting, and charitable donations are statistically significant
and robust to the inclusion of controls. The same pattern holds for elected politicians, as shown in
Appendix Figure D.2.

25



T°0 ‘% ‘GO0 “xx ‘TO0 ‘xxx 51202]
20UDOYLUBLG 1203] [DRPUIPUL DY 3D PAUAISTYD 24D SUOLLD PIDPUDIS "(TTL ‘LT '€ = N) 10U PIp oym asoyy puv (€VE ‘9L = N) £008
-9667 Buranp 2wiad auo0 1512) 1D PaWL0d oym (supro1od bupn)oTa) SIPNPIAIPUL [0 §1515U00 )dwws Y], "xTv} figpuad 101438
a0f (8)—(L) puv ‘suoyvuop 2)quvyd> 4of (9)-(g) ‘xvy figpuad uof (¥)-(g) ‘owrud oungnf uof synsos guodas (g)-(1) suwnjon
(6108-700g) w1 fgpouad gogs v buwradas (1) puv ‘(gg0G-100g) wonvziuvbio 2)qLLvyd> v 01 buyvuop (W) ‘(¢108-7008)
bugguodas 07 929]dUL00UL 4O 27DUN2ODUL LOf TDY figgpuad D burrecas (1) (FE0g—003) 2wl mau D fo u01U0D (1) :SuDAfi 42ID] UL
PIUNSDIUL SIULOIINO UNOJ PUD §00EG—866T Ul 2ULLLD DUO ISDI] 1D BUNUWULOD UFIMIDQ SUOYIDIIOSSD PIIDUILISD S40da.L 9]qD] S1Y :SIJON

€0000°0  €0000°0 8688¢'0  8688€°0 ¥80¢0'0 980¢0°0 ¥EOEO'0 ¥EOEO'0 “rea ~dop ueaJ\
GT000°'0  €0000°0  L¥090°0  88200°0 9¢Lc0°0 LIETO'0 TOSTT'O L9L60°0 zd
686752 € G80°GET'E 686'TST'E G80°CST € 686TST € G80'GGT'E 686°7ST € 980°GST'E SUONBAISSq ()
§213519018 L4

Sox SOA SOA SOx Ayredotunyy
SOx SOX SOX SOx 9[109p OWO0dU]
SOx SO SOX SOX snye)s SULIOA\
SOX SOX SOX SOx Iopuer)
SOx SOX SOA SOx 98y

§199[fo-paxt

(1000°0) (1000°0) (9100°0) (¢100°0) (2100°0) (2100°0) (L100°0) (8100°0)

#x26000°0 4xx8000°0 4459601 07 wsex6CLT 07 45509800 wsex TFOT 0 sxx6TTE 0 4xxTFGE 0 (E00Z-866T) OWLID JO POIOTAUOD)
$91qQD1IDA

(8) (L) (9) (¢) (¥) (€) (z) (1)

(101138) xRY L)rRUD] Aqrrery) xe) AeusJ (ommgny) ourtr)

uoryendog ueiSomION 913 I0J SOWO02IN() 2ININ] PUR SWILI)) ISR 9[qR], UOI}R[oII0)) :T'(] 9[qe],

26



Share

Figure D.1: Past Criminal Behavior and Future Outcomes

Recidivism (2004-2022)

Penalty tax (2004-2015)

Charitable Giving (2004-2022)

0.6 1

0.5 1

|
T T T T T T
Q® . Q® OO Q’b\ @
A0 S A8 S 2 S
o A0 o P o Y
& W & W & W
O ) QO &) )
. 0\6 60’ P o\e 60' . o\e 60’
I o o & N &
S P S P o o

Notes: This figure presents associations between past criminal behavior (1998-2003) and various outcomes
in subsequent years. The sample includes the non-politician population, categorized into those who were
convicted of at least one crime during 1998-2003 (N = 76,343) and those who were not (N = 3,178,742).

The left-most panel displays the share of individuals who were convicted of at least one crime between
2004-2022. The middle panel shows the share of individuals penalized for providing inaccurate or incomplete

information to tar authorities at least once between 2004—2015. The right-most panel presents the share of
individuals who donated to a charity at least once between 2004-2022.
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Figure D.2: Past Criminal Behavior and Future Outcomes for Elected Politicians
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Notes: This figure presents associations between past criminal behavior (1998-2003) and various outcomes
in subsequent years. The sample includes the all elected politicians in the 2003 election, categorized into
those who were convicted of at least one crime during 1998-2003 (N = 79) and those who were not

(N =9,772). The left-most panel displays the share of individuals who were convicted of at least one crime
between 2004—-2022. The middle panel shows the share of individuals penalized for providing inaccurate or
incomplete information to tax authorities at least once between 2004-2015. The right-most panel presents
the share of individuals who donated to a charity at least once between 2004-2022.
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Appendix E: Post-election dynamics

Individuals with criminal backgrounds who seek public office might exploit their positions
for personal gain, potentially leading to higher levels of criminal behavior once elected.
To study post-election dynamics, we implement an event study comparing individuals
elected to local office for the first time in event year e = 0 to those nominated but not

elected in the same event year. We rely on the following specification:

Crime;. = Z v-1[g =] + Z k;-1[j = e]-Ielected;c| + A I[elected,.|+
71 i#—1 %)

Z P I[l = lZStI] + €ie
l

In Equation (5), the parameters of interest, «;, capture the differences in crime propen-
sity between treatment and control relative to the differences in e = —1. We use an event
window spanning from e = —5 to e = 5. Our baseline empirical specification also includes
local party list fixed effects (>, pi- Il = list;]), which means that all inference is drawn
from candidates running for the same list in e = 0.

We also conduct a similar event study comparing candidates promoted to mayor with
other mayoral candidates, namely, first-ranked candidates who were not ultimately pro-
moted.” Since each local party list nominates only one first-ranked candidate, we substi-
tute local party list fixed effects with municipality fixed effects, meaning that inference is
drawn from different mayoral candidates running for office within the same municipality.

Figure E.1 displays standard event study plots, where the fraction who committed a
crime at event time ¢ is split between a treated group (brown triangles) and a control
group (red circles). In the left-hand panel, the treated group consist of individuals elected
to local office for the first time in year t = 0, while the control group consist of individuals
who were nominated but not elected in t = 0 or any previous year.® In the right-hand

panel, the treatment group consist of individuals who were elected to mayor for the first

"In our sample, 98% of mayors are first-ranked on their party list.
8We are excluding those who get elected mayor.
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time in ¢ = 0, while the control group consist of individuals who were first-ranked but
not elected mayor in year £ = 0 or in any previous year.

Both event plots show no evidence that winning office impacts criminal involvement.
For elected mayors (N=780), the treated line lies exactly at zero, indicating that no
individuals engaged in any criminal activity in the years surrounding the election. In
both event study analyses, the post-treatment estimates are quantitatively small and
not statistically different from zero. These findings contrast with an event study of the
economic returns to holding public office, documented in Appendix Figure E.2.° Thus, the
null findings reported in Figure E.1 are unlikely to be explained by insufficient statistical
power but rather reflect that criminal tendencies appear to be inherent characteristics,

unaffected by electoral outcomes in our context.

90ur analysis shows that being elected as a local councilor increases income by about NOK 40, 000
(USD 4,000) in the year following the election, whereas being elected as mayor raises income by approx-
imately NOK 160,000 (USD 16,000) over the same period. These findings align with Cirone, Cox and
Fiva (2021), who also report significant economic returns for elected mayors using an event study design
(comparing mayors and mayoral candidates in 2011), and smaller, statistically insignificant returns for
elected local councilors based on an RD design for candidates running for office between 2003 and 2011.
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Table E.1: Event Study Regression Table

Councillor Mayor

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Variables
Treated X t = -5 0.0002 0.0002 0.0004 0.0004

(0.0004)  (0.0004)  (0.0005) (0.0005)

Treated x t = -4 0.0004 0.0004  -0.0010  -0.0009

(0.0005)  (0.0005)  (0.0007) (0.0007)

Treated x t = -3 -0.0003 -0.0003  -0.0002  -0.0002

(0.0004)  (0.0004)  (0.0006) (0.0006)

Treated x t = -2 -0.0004 -0.0004 0.0001 0.0002

(0.0004)  (0.0004)  (0.0006) (0.0006)

Treated x t =0 0.0000 0.0000 -0.0005  -0.0004

(0.0004)  (0.0004) (0.0006) (0.0006)

Treated x t =1 0.0007 0.0006  -0.0014* -0.0013*

(0.0004)  (0.0004) (0.0007) (0.0008)

Treated x t =2 0.0004 0.0003 -0.0004  -0.0003

(0.0004)  (0.0004)  (0.0006) (0.0006)

Treated x t =3 0.0002 0.0002 0.0000  0.0004

(0.0005)  (0.0005)  (0.0007) (0.0007)

Treated x t =4 0.0005 0.0005 -0.0006  -0.0002

(0.0005)  (0.0005)  (0.0007) (0.0007)

Treated x t =5 0.0001 0.0001 -0.0004  0.0000

(0.0004)  (0.0004) (0.0007) (0.0007)

Fized-effects

Year Yes Yes

Age Yes Yes
Gender Yes Yes
List-year Yes

Municipality-Year Yes
Fit statistics

Observations 1,743,800 1,743,800 94,436 94,436
R? 0.00006  0.01442  0.00031 0.02707

Notes: This table reports the event-study estimates from Equation 5. Criminal in-
volvement is defined as having committed an offense resulting in a court-issued legal
sanction within the five years preceding the election year (t —5 to t —1). Columns
(1)-(2) report the estimated effect of being elected to local office for the first time.
The treatment group consists of individuals elected for the first time in election year
t =0 (N = 18,110), while the control group consists of individuals who were nom-
inated in t = 0 but had never been elected before (N = 150,614). Columns (3)—(4)
report the estimated effect of becoming mayor for the first time. Here, the treatment
group consists of individuals appointed mayor for the first time int =0 (N = 780),
while the control group consists of first-ranked candidates who were not appointed
mayor in t = 0 and had never previously served as mayor (N = 8,371). The omitted
category is the event year t = —1. Standard errors are clustered at the municipality
level. Full model results are reported in Appendiz Table G.7.Significance levels: ***:
0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1

31



Figure E.1: The Effect of Winning Office on Criminal Convictions

Panel a) Raw data
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Note: Panel a) displays the fraction of treated (brown triangles) and untreated (red circles) for whom the outcome variable
is equal to one at each event time t. Panel b) contains the estimates of the parameters of interest, kj, from Equation
5, along with the 95% confidence intervals. In the two left panels, the treatment group consist of individuals who were
elected to local office for the first time (excluding those who were appointed mayor) in election year t = 0 (N=18,110),
while the control group consist of individuals who were nominated in t = 0 but not elected in t = 0 or in any previous
year (N=150,614). In the two right panels, the treatment group consist of individuals who were appointed mayor for the
first time in t = 0 (N=780), while the control group consist of individuals who were first-ranked but not appointed mayor
in year t = 0 or in any previous year (N=8,371). The reference category is event period t = —1. Standard errors are
clustered at the municipality level. We use data from elections held in 2003, 2007, 2011, 2015, and 2019. Numerical
results are available in Appendiz Table E.1.
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Figure E.2: The Effect of Winning Office on Income

Panel a) Raw data
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Note: Panel a) displays the average pre-tax income, adjusted to 2015-kroner using the Norwegian Consumer Price Index
(KPI), for treated (brown triangles) and untreated (red circles) at each event time t. Panel b) contains the estimates of
the parameters of interest, kj, from Equation 5, along with the 95% confidence intervals. The estimation is done on a
sample for which we have access to a broader set of administrative data from Statistics Norway, which we therefore are
unable to merge with the criminal records. All estimates are adjusted to 2015-kroner. In the two left panels, the treatment
group consist of individuals who were elected to local office for the first time (excluding those appointed mayor) in election
year t = 0 (N=18,831), while the control group consist of individuals who were nominated in t = 0 but not elected in
t =0 or in any previous year (N=155,016). In the two right panels, the treatment group consist of individuals who were
appointed mayor for the first time in t =0 (N=786), while the control group consist of individuals who were first-ranked
but not appointed mayor in year t = 0 or in any previous year (N=8,486). The reference category is event period t = —1.
Standard errors are clustered at the municipality level. We use data from elections held in 2003, 2007, 2011, 2015, and
2019.
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Appendix F: Summary statistics

Table F.1: Summary Statistics for Estimation Sample Used in

Table 1

Variable Statistic Population First-time nominees
Age Mean 49.9 44.6

SD (18.3) (14.2)
Men Mean 0.5 0.5

SD (0.5) (0.5)
Income Mean 5.7 6.3

SD (2.2) (2.1)
Working Mean 0.7 0.8

SD (0.5) (0.4)
Crime Mean 0.018 0.012

SD (0.133) (0.109)
Observations 14,372,180 81,213

Notes: This table presents summary statistics for the estimation sample used for
the estimation of Equation 1. The income decile and working status variables
reflect their values in the year preceding the election year (t—1). Crime is defined
as whether an individual received a court-issued legal sanction for a criminal
offense within the five years preceding the election year. We use data from
elections held in 2007, 2011, 2015, and 2019.
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Table F.2: Summary Statistics for Estimation Sample Used in Table 2

Variable

Statistic 1 2 3 4

6 7 8 9 10+

Age

Men

Income

Working

Crime

Mean 50.3 47.2 472 467
SD (10.7) (12) (12.5) (13.1)
Mean 07 04 06 05
SD (0.5)  (0.5) (0.5) (0.5)
Mean 7.6 69 68 6.6
SD (18) (L9 (20 (2
Mean 09 09 09 09
SD 0.2) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3)
Mean ~ 0.007 0.006 0.009 0.009

SD (0.083) (0.076) (0.094) (0.093) (0.099) (0.1)

472 48 48 483 508
(13.5) (13.7) (13.9) (14.1) (14.3)
05 06 05 06 06
(0.5) (0.5) (0.5) (0.5) (0.5)
66 66 65 66 6.6
2 @ @ @ @
09 08 08 08 08
(0.3) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4) (0.4)
0.01 001 0.01 0.009 0.009
(0.101) (0.097) (0.092) (0.096)

Observations

12,436 12,258 12,148 12,068 12,001 12,013 12,053 11,613 11,293 152,085

Notes: This table presents summary statistics for the estimation sample used for the estimation of Equation 2. The column
names refer to the initial rank, i.e. Rank = 1, Rank = 2, etc. The income decile and working status variables reflect their
values in the year preceding the election year (t —1). Crime is defined as whether an individual received a court-issued legal
sanction for a criminal offense within the five years preceding the election year. We use data from elections held in 2003,
2007, 2011, 2015, and 2019.

Table F.3: Summary Statistics for Estimation Sample Used in

Table 3

Variable Statistic Rank climb = 0 Rank climb =1
Age Mean 49.8 49.3

SD (14.1) (13.7)
Men Mean 0.5 0.6

SD (0.5) (0.5)
Income Mean 6.4 6.9

SD (2) (2)
Working Mean 0.8 0.9

SD (0.4) (0.3)
Crime Mean 0.01 0.008

SD (0.1) (0.089)
Observations 107,016 140,837

Notes: This table presents summary statistics for the estimation sample used for
the estimation of Equation 3. The income decile and working status variables re-
flect their values in the year preceding the election year (t—1). Crime is defined as
whether an individual received a court-issued legal sanction for a criminal offense
within the five years preceding the election year. We use data from elections held

in 2008, 2007, 2011, 2015, and 2019.
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Appendix G: Full model results

Table G.1: Full Results for Table 1

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Variables
Constant 0.0212***
(0.0004)

First-time nominee = 1 -0.0066***  -0.0092*"*  -0.0102"**  -0.0073***  -0.0067***
(0.0004)  (0.0005)  (0.0005)  (0.0004)  (0.0004)

Year = 2011 -0.0012***  -0.0010** -0.0010** -0.0008* -0.0008*
(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004)
Year = 2015 -0.0040***  -0.0037***  -0.0039***  -0.0034***  -0.0034***
(0.0004) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005)
Year = 2019 -0.0064***  -0.0060***  -0.0062***  -0.0059***  -0.0060***
(0.0004) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0006) (0.0006)
Male =1 0.0250*** 0.0312*** 0.0312***
(0.0004) (0.0005) (0.0005)
Working status = 1 -0.0217**  -0.0214***
(0.0005) (0.0006)
Income decile = 1 -0.0039***  -0.0038***
(0.0015) (0.0014)
Income decile = 2 0.0050*** 0.0052***
(0.0013) (0.0012)
Income decile = 3 0.0192%** 0.0194***
(0.0009) (0.0009)
Income decile = 4 0.0117*** 0.0118***
(0.0008) (0.0007)
Income decile = 5 0.0067*** 0.0069***
(0.0008) (0.0008)
Income decile = 6 0.0011 0.0012
(0.0008) (0.0008)
Income decile = 7 -0.0041***  -0.0040***
(0.0008) (0.0008)
Income decile = 8 -0.0082***  -0.0081***
(0.0008) (0.0008)
Income decile = 9 -0.0134***  -0.0134***

(0.0008)  (0.0008)

Fized-effects

Age Yes Yes Yes Yes
Municipality Yes
Fit statistics

Observations 14,453,393 14,453,393 14,453,393 14,453,044 14,453,044
R2? 0.00037 0.01009 0.01881 0.02976 0.03029
Mean dep. var. 0.01811 0.01811 0.01811 0.01811 0.01811

Notes: See Table 1. Significance levels: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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Table G.2: Full Results for Table 2

(1) (2) 3) (4) (5)
Variables
Constant 0.0092***
(0.0005)
Rank =1 -0.0023***  -0.0020**  -0.0033***  -0.0021*** -0.0033***
(0.0008) (0.0008) (0.0008) (0.0008) (0.0008)
Rank = 2 -0.0034***  -0.0043***  -0.0028***  -0.0022***  -0.0036***
(0.0008) (0.0008) (0.0008) (0.0008) (0.0008)
Rank = 3 -0.0003 -0.0013 -0.0015 -0.0012 -0.0022**
(0.0009) (0.0009) (0.0009) (0.0009) (0.0010)
Rank = 4 -0.0004 -0.0017* -0.0007 -0.0005 -0.0016
(0.0010) (0.0010) (0.0010) (0.0010) (0.0010)
Rank =5 0.0006 -0.0005 -0.0009 -0.0007 -0.0016
(0.0010) (0.0010) (0.0010) (0.0010) (0.0010)
Rank =6 0.0008 -0.0002 0.0004 0.0005 -0.0006
(0.0009) (0.0009) (0.0009) (0.0009) (0.0009)
Rank =7 0.0011 0.0003 0.0001 0.0000 -0.0009
(0.0010) (0.0010) (0.0010) (0.0010) (0.0010)
Rank = 8 0.0003 -0.0005 -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0010
(0.0010) (0.0010) (0.0010) (0.0010) (0.0010)
Rank = 9 -0.0007 -0.0015* -0.0017* -0.0017* -0.0023**
(0.0009) (0.0009) (0.0009) (0.0009) (0.0009)
Year = 2007 0.0008 0.0010* 0.0013** 0.0014**
(0.0006) (0.0006) (0.0006) (0.0006)
Year = 2011 0.0012** 0.0016™**  0.0019***  0.0022***
(0.0006) (0.0006) (0.0006) (0.0006)
Year = 2015 -0.0009 -0.0003 0.0001 0.0004
(0.0006) (0.0006) (0.0006) (0.0006)
Year = 2019 -0.0012** -0.0006 -0.0001 0.0002
(0.0006) (0.0006) (0.0006) (0.0006)
Male =1 0.0107***  0.0122***  0.0109***
(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004)
Working status = 1 -0.0061***  -0.0045***
(0.0008) (0.0008)
Income decile = 1 -0.0097 -0.0110
(0.0088) (0.0090)
Income decile = 2 -0.0091* -0.0093*
(0.0054) (0.0055)
Income decile = 3 -0.0062 -0.0062
(0.0054) (0.0055)
Income decile = 4 -0.0060 -0.0064
(0.0053) (0.0054)
Income decile = 5 -0.0071 -0.0068
(0.0053) (0.0054)
Income decile = 6 -0.0086 -0.0079
(0.0054) (0.0055)
Income decile = 7 -0.0117** -0.0105*
(0.0053) (0.0054)
Income decile = 8 -0.0125** -0.0112**
(0.0054) (0.0055)
Income decile = 9 -0.0137** -0.0123**
(0.0054) (0.0055)
Fized-effects
Age Yes Yes Yes Yes
List-year Yes
Fit statistics
Observations 259,968 259,968 259,968 259,966 259,966
R? 0.00019 0.00356 0.00664 0.00812 0.07074

Notes: See Table 2. Significance levels: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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Table G.3:

Full Results for Table 3

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Variables
Constant 0.5220***
(0.0042)
Crime -0.0562***  -0.0601***  -0.0794*** -0.0602*** -0.0751***
(0.0105) (0.0104) (0.0104) (0.0103) (0.0108)
Initial rank 0.0038***  0.0040***  0.0040***  0.0040***  0.0096***
(0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0004) (0.0005)
Year = 2007 -0.0170***  -0.0146***  -0.0125"** -0.0118***
(0.0026) (0.0026) (0.0026) (0.0027)
Year = 2011 -0.0091*** -0.0047 -0.0025 -0.0057*
(0.0031) (0.0031) (0.0031) (0.0032)
Year = 2015 0.0075***  0.0141***  0.0168***  0.0130***
(0.0027) (0.0028) (0.0028) (0.0028)
Year = 2019 -0.0130*** -0.0055 -0.0020 -0.0057
(0.0038) (0.0039) (0.0039) (0.0040)
Male = 1 0.0668***  0.0396***  0.0284***
(0.0033) (0.0030) (0.0032)
Working status = 1 0.0454***  0.0538***
(0.0035) (0.0036)
Income decile = 1 -0.0803**  -0.0992***
(0.0340) (0.0353)
Income decile = 2 -0.0528***  -0.0786***
(0.0201) (0.0212)
Income decile = 3 -0.0665***  -0.1002***
(0.0201) (0.0210)
Income decile = 4 -0.0764***  -0.1118***
(0.0197) (0.0204)
Income decile = 5 -0.0570***  -0.0832***
(0.0197) (0.0204)
Income decile = 6 -0.0436**  -0.0639***
(0.0197) (0.0203)
Income decile = 7 -0.0118 -0.0204
(0.0197) (0.0203)
Income decile = 8 0.0276 0.0338*
(0.0195) (0.0202)
Income decile = 9 0.0706***  0.1056***
(0.0197) (0.0205)
Fized-effects
Age Yes Yes Yes Yes
List-year Yes
Fit statistics
Observations 247,853 247,853 247,853 247,851 247,851
R? 0.00735 0.00976 0.01414 0.02523 0.09453
Mean dep. var. 0.56823 0.56823 0.56823 0.56823 0.56823

Notes: See Table 3. Significance levels: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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Table G.4: Full Results for Appendix Table A.1

Drug Economic Violence Traffic Other
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Variables
First-time nominee = 1 -0.0035***  -0.0015*** -0.0025*** -0.0003 -0.0004***
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)
Year = 2011 -0.0004* -0.0012%*** 0.0002** 0.0003*** 5.62 x 1075
(0.0002) (0.0002) (9.36 x 107°)  (6.39 x 107°) (5.43 x 107°)
Year = 2015 -0.0007***  -0.0022*** -0.0004*** -0.0008™** -0.0003***
(0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0001) (9.3 x 107°%)  (7.41 x 107°)
Year = 2019 -0.0016™**  -0.0037*** -0.0011*** -0.0008™** -0.0005***
(0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0001) (8.72 x 107°)  (6.08 x 107°)
Male = 1 0.0139*** 0.0070*** 0.0088*** 0.0048*** 0.0025***
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0001)
Working status = 1 -0.0119***  -0.0062*** -0.0066*** -0.0010*** -0.0020***
(0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0002) (5.26 x 1075)  (7.59 x 107?)
Income decile = 1 -0.0009 5.42 x 1075 -0.0010** -0.0017*** -0.0008**
(0.0008) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0003)
Income decile = 2 0.0059*** 0.0039*** 0.0017*** -0.0025*** 0.0007***
(0.0006) (0.0004) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0003)
Income decile = 3 0.0130*** 0.0055*** 0.0045*** 0.0001 0.0016***
(0.0007) (0.0004) (0.0007) (0.0003) (0.0002)
Income decile = 4 0.0089*** 0.0025*** 0.0023*** -0.0002 0.0006***
(0.0006) (0.0004) (0.0007) (0.0003) (0.0002)
Income decile = 5 0.0062*** 0.0011*** 0.0007 -0.0003 6.9 x 107°
(0.0007) (0.0004) (0.0007) (0.0003) (0.0002)
Income decile = 6 0.0031*** -0.0005 -0.0005 -0.0005* -0.0004*
(0.0007) (0.0004) (0.0008) (0.0003) (0.0002)
Income decile = 7 0.0005 -0.0021*** -0.0015* -0.0008*** -0.0008***
(0.0007) (0.0004) (0.0008) (0.0003) (0.0002)
Income decile = 8 -0.0014** -0.0033*** -0.0025*** -0.0011** -0.0011***
(0.0006) (0.0004) (0.0008) (0.0003) (0.0002)
Income decile = 9 -0.0039***  -0.0047*** -0.0041*** -0.0013*** -0.0014***
(0.0006) (0.0004) (0.0008) (0.0003) (0.0002)
Fized-effects
Age Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Municipality Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Fit statistics
Observations 14,453,044 14,453,044 14,453,044 14,453,044 14,453,044
R? 0.01500 0.00890 0.01047 0.00430 0.00301
Mean dep. var. 0.00780 0.00439 0.00445 0.00271 0.00138

Notes: See Table A.1. Significance levels:

#RE0.01, ¥*: 0.05, *: 0.1
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Table G.5: Full Results for Appendix Table A.2

Drug Economic  Violence Traffic Other
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Variables
Rank =1 -0.0020*** -0.0005 -0.0002 -0.0009** 0.0000
(0.0003) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0003)
Rank = 2 -0.0005 -0.0006 -0.0012***  -0.0009** -0.0003
(0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0002) (0.0004) (0.0002)
Rank = 3 -0.0010* -0.0005 -0.0002 -0.0010** 0.0003
(0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0003)
Rank = 4 -0.0006 -0.0006 -0.0011***  -0.0002 0.0005
(0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0003) (0.0004) (0.0004)
Rank =5 -0.0006 -0.0004 0.0008 -0.0004  -0.0005**
(0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0003)
Rank = 6 -0.0002 0.0003 -0.0009*** 0.0000 0.0000
(0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0003) (0.0005) (0.0003)
Rank = 7 -0.0011** -0.0003 -0.0005 0.0003 0.0007*
(0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0005) (0.0004)
Rank = 8 -0.0007 -0.0005 0.0005 -0.0005 0.0004
(0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0004)
Rank =9 -0.0001 -0.0012***  -0.0007* -0.0004 -0.0001
(0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0003) (0.0005) (0.0003)
Male = 1 0.0035***  0.0021***  0.0020***  0.0026***  0.0011***
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0001)
Working status =1 -0.0033*** -0.0002 -0.0010***  -0.0003 -0.0004
(0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0003)
Income decile = 1 -0.0028 0.0003 -0.0046** -0.0042 -0.0026
(0.0053) (0.0038) (0.0023) (0.0057) (0.0019)
Income decile = 2 -0.0020 0.0010 -0.0022 -0.0079** -0.0003
(0.0029) (0.0023) (0.0023) (0.0036) (0.0017)
Income decile = 3 0.0003 0.0005 -0.0013 -0.0066* -0.0008
(0.0028) (0.0022) (0.0023) (0.0035) (0.0018)
Income decile = 4 -0.0011 0.0011 -0.0011 -0.0059* -0.0010
(0.0027) (0.0023) (0.0022) (0.0034) (0.0019)
Income decile = 5 -0.0008 0.0005 -0.0010 -0.0061* -0.0012
(0.0027) (0.0022) (0.0022) (0.0034) (0.0018)
Income decile = 6 -0.0011 0.0001 -0.0013 -0.0062* -0.0014
(0.0027) (0.0022) (0.0022) (0.0034) (0.0019)
Income decile = 7 -0.0025 -0.0010 -0.0014 -0.0060* -0.0016
(0.0027) (0.0022) (0.0022) (0.0034) (0.0019)
Income decile = 8 -0.0027 -0.0014 -0.0014 -0.0062* -0.0014
(0.0027) (0.0022) (0.0022) (0.0034) (0.0019)
Income decile = 9 -0.0029 -0.0020 -0.0018 -0.0061* -0.0015
(0.0027) (0.0022) (0.0022) (0.0034) (0.0019)
Fized-effects
Age Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
List-year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Fit statistics
Observations 259,966 259,966 259,966 259,966 259,966
R? 0.06891 0.05620 0.06625 0.05640 0.06184
Mean dep. var. 0.00283 0.00212 0.00145 0.00205 0.00097

Notes: See Table A.2. Significance levels: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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Table G.6: Full Results for Appendix Table A.3

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Variables
Constant 0.5221***
(0.0042)
Drug -0.0738***  -0.0755***  -0.0929*** -0.0646*** -0.0859***
(0.0193) (0.0192) (0.0192) (0.0188) (0.0194)
Economic -0.0958***  -0.1052***  -0.1177*** -0.0935*** -0.0961***
(0.0229) (0.0230) (0.0228) (0.0230) (0.0237)
Violence -0.0373 -0.0403 -0.0618** -0.0449*  -0.0734***
(0.0250) (0.0249) (0.0249) (0.0246) (0.0254)
Traffic -0.0240 -0.0262 -0.0482**  -0.0458**  -0.0527**
(0.0232) (0.0233) (0.0230) (0.0227) (0.0228)
Other -0.0005 0.0000 -0.0168 -0.0058 -0.0122
(0.0305) (0.0305) (0.0306) (0.0308) (0.0316)
Initial rank 0.0038***  0.0040***  0.0040***  0.0040***  0.0096***
(0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0004) (0.0005)
Year = 2007 -0.0170***  -0.0146*** -0.0124*** -0.0118***
(0.0026) (0.0026) (0.0026) (0.0027)
Year = 2011 -0.0092*** -0.0047 -0.0025 -0.0057*
(0.0031) (0.0031) (0.0031) (0.0032)
Year = 2015 0.0075***  0.0141***  0.0168***  0.0130***
(0.0027) (0.0028) (0.0028) (0.0028)
Year = 2019 -0.0131*** -0.0055 -0.0020 -0.0058
(0.0038) (0.0039) (0.0039) (0.0040)
Male =1 0.0668***  0.0396***  0.0284***
(0.0033) (0.0030) (0.0032)
Working status = 1 0.0454***  0.0537***
(0.0035) (0.0036)
Income decile = 1 -0.0802**  -0.0992***
(0.0340) (0.0353)
Income decile = 2 -0.0527***  -0.0786***
(0.0201)  (0.0212)
Income decile = 3 -0.0664***  -0.1001***
(0.0201) (0.0210)
Income decile = 4 -0.0763***  -0.1117***
(0.0197) (0.0205)
Income decile = 5 -0.0569***  -0.0832***
(0.0197) (0.0204)
Income decile = 6 -0.0436**  -0.0638***
(0.0197) (0.0203)
Income decile = 7 -0.0118 -0.0203
(0.0197) (0.0203)
Income decile = 8 0.0276 0.0338*
(0.0195) (0.0202)
Income decile = 9 0.0706***  0.1056***
(0.0197) (0.0205)
Fized-effects
Age Yes Yes Yes Yes
List-year Yes
Fit statistics
Observations 247,853 247,853 247,853 247,851 247,851
R? 0.00740 0.00982 0.01419 0.02525 0.09456

Notes: See Table A.3. Significance levels: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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Table G.7: Full Results for Appendix Table E.1

Councillor Mayor
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Variables
Constant 0.0020*** 0.0016***
(0.0001) (0.0005)
Treated -0.0006** -0.0009*** -0.0014*** -0.0016***
(0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0004) (0.0005)
t=-5 0.0004*** 0.0002* -0.0004 -0.0008
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0005) (0.0005)
t=-4 0.0004** 0.0002 0.0010 0.0006
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0007) (0.0007)
t=-3 0.0004*** 0.0003** 0.0002 0.0001
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0006) (0.0006)
t=-2 0.0002 0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0002
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0006) (0.0006)
t=20 0.0002 0.0003* 0.0005 0.0005
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0006) (0.0006)
t=1 0.0001 0.0003** 0.0014* 0.0018**
(0.0001) (0.0002) (0 0007) (0.0008
t=2 0.0001 0.0005*** 0.0004 0.0008
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0006) (0.0007)
t=3 0.0001 0.0004*** -0.0001 0.0002
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0007) (0.0007)
t=4 -0.0002 0.0002 0.0005 0.0010
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0007) (0.0007)
t=25 -0.0002 0.0005** 0.0003 0.0012
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0007) (0.0008)
Year = 2011 0.0001 0.0000
(0.0001) (0.0004)
Year = 2015 -0.0004*** -0.0002
(0.0001) (0.0004)
Year = 2019 -0.0005*** -0.0004
(0.0001) (0.0004)
Treated x t = -5 0.0002 0.0002 0.0004 0.0004
(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0005) (0.0005)
Treated x t = -4 0.0004 0.0004 -0.0010 -0.0009
(0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0007) (0.0007)
Treated x t = -3 -0.0003 -0.0003 -0.0002 -0.0002
(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0006) (0.0006)
Treated x t = -2 -0.0004 -0.0004 0.0001 0.0002
(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0006) (0.0006)
Treated x t =0 0.0000 0.0000 -0.0005 -0.0004
(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0006) (0.0006
Treated x t = 1 0.0007 0.0006 -0.0014* -0.0013*
(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0007) (0.0008)
Treated x t = 2 0.0004 0.0003 -0.0004 -0.0003
(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0006) (0.0006)
Treated x t = 3 0.0002 0.0002 0.0000 0.0004
(0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0007) (0.0007)
Treated x t = 4 0.0005 0.0005 -0.0006 -0.0002
(0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0007) (0.0007)
Treated x t = 5 0.0001 0.0001 -0.0004 0.0000
(0.0004) (0.0004 (0.0007) (0.0007)
Male =1 0.0021*** 0.0018***
(0.0001) (0.0003)
Fized-effects
Age Yes Yes
List-year Yes
Municipality-Year Yes
Fit statistics
Observations 1,743,800 1,743,800 94,436 94,436
R? 0.00006 0.01442 0.00031 0.02707
Notes: See Table E.1. Significance levels: ***: 0.01, **: 0.05, *: 0.1
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