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Abstract
Political parties play a crucial gatekeeping role in elections, including controlling
electoral resources, candidate recruitment, and electoral list compositions. In mak-
ing these strategic choices, parties aim to encourage candidates to invest in the
campaign, while also trying to secure advantages for their preferred candidates. We
study how parties navigate this trade-off using a specific feature of the Norwegian
local electoral system in which parties can give advantaged positions to some can-
didates in an otherwise open list. Our theory reveals that parties’ ex-ante electoral
strength impacts their strategic decisions. Notably, the trade-off is weaker for more
popular parties, allowing them to facilitate the election of their preferred candidates
without compromising the party’s overall performance. We show empirically that
the moral hazard concern is real, and that larger parties are indeed more likely
to use their power to make some candidates safe. The advantage of large parties
extends further: safeguarding specific candidates enables parties to achieve dispro-
portionately favorable outcomes in post-electoral bargaining. These findings reveal
new insights for political representations, policy outcomes, and intra-party dynamics

more broadly.
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Appendix A: Proofs of lemmas and propositions

The Model: preliminaries

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

p(S € [Km,K(x+1))), with V=S4+>"e+dand 6 ~ U € [— 2¢,2l¢] Plugging in

this distributional assumption, we can easily compute these probabilities.
Recall that we assume that the party always wins at least IV seats, and never more
than N (i.e. p(V < KN) = 0 and p(V > KN) = 0). These assumptions impose the

following restrictions on the parameters:
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The candidates’ maximization problem.

Next, consider the maximization problem of a candidate in an advantaged position (i,).
Denote p(x) the probability that exactly x seats are won by the party and allocated to
the advantaged group (recall that this probability is a function of the candidates’ effort
choice). Further, denote @Q;, (x) the probability of an advantaged candidate obtaining a

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

2

R Z V0, ()~ 2 (A.1)

The associated FOC is:
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74a

p(-) and ap (X) are computed in a straightforward way from the normal CDF. Further,
notice that the maximization problem is identical for all candidates belonging to the
same group (i.e., all advantaged candidates and all disadvantaged ones). This implies,

straightforwardly, that all advantaged candidates exert the same effort in equilibrium.
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Thus, the following holds in equilibrium:

Qi) = = (A.3)

a

and plugging this into (A.2) we obtain

9Qi, (x) _ i(l B l) X 1
de;. er N = Na — j+1

(A4)

la

Finally, consider the problem of a candidate in a disadvantaged position %,,. Denote
p(&) the probability that exactly & seats are won by the party and allocated to the ad-
vantaged group (recall that this probability is a function of the candidates’ effort choice).
Q;, (&) denotes the probability of an advantaged candidate obtaining a seat. Then, each

non-advantaged candidate maximizes the same objective function:

ﬁ—na 2
RS p(O)Q;,(6) - 2 (A5)
=1
The associated FOC is:
N—-ng 00 N—naa
(Y 022 5T () e, =0 (4.6)
£=1 na =1 YCina

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

Qu.(€) = * (A7)

nna

and

Proofs of Lemmas and Propositions

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

party cannot assign an advantaged position to all candidates on the list.3*

34The party is always indifferent between assigning 0 advantaged position or assigning an advantage
to all candidates, so this restriction amounts to an indifference breaking assumption.
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Proof of Lemma 1

Using (A.1)-(A.8), we can easily compute candidates’ equilibrium effort choice in each

possible subgame.

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

guaranteed a seat. Therefore:
e; =0 (A.9)

la

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

1.3 9 5 5 11
= (= —R2p2 — 4 — —
e 2(2R¢+\/4R [0} +4R(36 + 18¢S 18¢K)) (A.10)

Case 2: the party assigns two advantaged positions. Here, both advantaged and

non-advantaged candidates will exert strictly positive effort. Specifically:

VBG+ QK — 2, — 5)

e = 5 (A.11)
Ré+ (/R2¢? + R(3 — (3K — 2ex — S
ina ’ \/ ’ <22 o : ) (A.12)

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

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

e; =0 (A.13)

7;na

Each advantaged candidate instead exerts effort:

N e 13
eia_\/}zg(2 05) + OK R (A.14)

Case 4: the party assigns no advantaged position (i.e., open list). Each candi-
date in the list solves the same maximization problem, so each exerts the same amount

of effort in equilibrium:

e = %(51@5 + V/BRP —BR(TOK — 165 — 11)) (A.15)
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Next, we compare the total equilibrium effort under the different allocation structures.

We proceed in three steps.

Claim 1. Total effort under n, = 0 is always higher than total effort under n, > N (i.e.,
if the party assigns three advantaged positions).

Proof. Total effort under n, =0 is

E: = %(5R¢> + V/25R2$? — 3R(TPK — 4¢S — 11)). (A.16)

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

. _ 21 13
B = 3\/39(2 05) + SK R, (A.17)

Straightforwardly, sufficient condition to guarantee that Ej > E3 is

1 2.1 1

g\/25R2¢2 —3R(TpK — 4¢S — 11) > 3\/R§(§ —¢S) + ¢KR1—2, (A.18)
which reduces to
9 13
25Rp” — 3(TpK — 49V — 11) — 9(1 — 290V + ¢K7) > 0. (A.19)
The LHS is increasing in S. Plugging in the lower bound S = 3K — ﬁ, the above
reduces to 5

25R¢* + 9 + 7¢K >0, (A.20)
which is always satisfied. O

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

if the party assigns two advantaged positions).

Proof. Total effort under n, € (N, N) is always lower than

Erer — Re + \/Rz¢2 T R(% —¢(3K —2—9) + \/R(% + ¢(2K - 9)). (A.21)

Total effort under n, = 0 is

1
E; = §(51% + /25R2$? — 3R(TPK — 4¢S — 11)). (A.22)
To prove the claim, we proceed in three steps. First, notice that
5
§R¢ > Ro. (A.23)
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Next, we can show that

%\/25}%%2 — 3R(T0K — 4¢S —11) > \/R2¢2 + R(% —¢(BK —2-29)). (A.24)

The above reduces to

15 — 24¢S + 879K — 72¢ > 11R}°. (A.25)
Plugging in the upper bound S =4K — 4 — 2l¢>7 we have
27 — 99K + 24¢ > 11R¢? (A.26)

Since K < i, o < % and R < 1, the above is always satisfied.

Finally, we can show that

1 1
6\/251%2 — 3R(7¢K — 4¢S —11) > \/R(5 + ¢(2K — S)). (A.27)
Sufficient condition for the above to hold is

_3(T6K — 465 — 11) > 36[% + 62K — S)], (A.28)

which reduces to

15 + 4865 — 936K > 0. (A.29)

By assumption, S > maz € {K + ﬁ, 3K — 2%} First, suppose that K > 2%, and plug

in binding upper bound S = 3K — 2% The above reduces to

519K — 9 > 0, (A.30)

which is always satisfied at K > -

26"
Finally, suppose that K < ﬁ, and plug in binding upper bound V = K + ﬁ The
above reduces to
39 — 459K > 0, (A.31)
which is always satisfied at K < ﬁ n

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

if the party assigns one advantaged position).
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Proof. Denote E the total effort under 0 < n, < N. First, we can show that A = Ej—E}

is decreasing in S:

92 - 2 g (A3
95  \/25R%¢* — 3R(TpK — 4¢S — 11) 6\/ R2¢? + 3R+ WRpS — RoK

92 < 0 if and only if
144[932¢2 + 3R+ —RoS — 2RapK] < 25[25R*¢* +33R+ 12R¢S — 21 RYK)], (A.33)

which is always satisfied given K < = (by assumption).
Thus, it is sufficient to show that the clalm holds at the upper bound S = 2K —4+ L

ie.,:

24°

%(5R¢ + \/25R2¢2 —3R[7¢pK — 4¢(2K — 4 + 2%) — 11]) > (A.34)
3(3 9 5 1
5<§R¢+\/ R2¢>2+4R[36+ ¢(2K 4+2¢)_E¢ ])

which reduces to

10 40
4\/25R2¢2 + 3ROK + 39R — 48R¢ > TR¢ + 18\/ R2¢2 + 5 - —R¢K -5 Ro.
(A.35)
Plugging in the lower bound K = 4?}—;1, we have
9 27 128
4\/25R%¢? + 40R — 44R¢p > TR¢ + 18 ZR%? —R — —R¢ (A.36)

To show that the above condition is always satisfied, I proceed in two steps.
First, since ¢ < <, notice that

44
V/25R2¢? + 40R — 44R¢ > V Ry /40 — = (A.37)
and
7
TR¢ < S R. (A.38)

A6



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

44
T Ry - < = TR, (A.39)

44
8y/40 — 4

and

4\/25R?¢% + 40R — 44R¢p > V25202 + 40R — 44R$ > TR, (A.40)

o
8/40 — 4

Next, it is easy to see that

7 9 27 128
(4 _ —) V25R?¢? + 40R — 44R¢ > 18\/—R2¢2 + IR TRy (A4
Therefore
9 27 128
4\/25R2% + 40R — 44Ré > TRS + 18\/ TR0+ SR — ——Ro. (A.42)

]

This concludes the proof of Lemma 1.

Proof of Proposition 1

Claim 3 shows that a(Eg;ET) < 0. Thus, there exist a unique threshold E, decreasing in

S, s.t. the party finds it optimal to exercise control if and only if B > B. Therefore,
the probability (in the sense of set inclusion) that the party allocates 0 < n, < N is

increasing in S.
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Appendix B: Model extensions

Here, we formally analyze the extensions to the model referenced in section 4.5.

Amending candidates’ motivations

Consider an amended version of the baseline model where each candidate 4’s utility is

2
e

In contrast with the baseline, candidates obtain a benefit from exerting campaign
effort, g(e;) > 0, regardless of whether they win a seat or not. Higher campaign effort
increases visibility and name recognition, or the personal votes attracted by the candidates
(which may in turn be valuable to improve the candidate standing in the party). For

2

tractability, we will be imposing the following functional form: g(e;) = 8% In what
follows, we show that Proposition 1 remains robust in this setting.

Proceeding as in the baseline case, we first characterize the effort choice of the indi-
vidual candidates. Denote P;(e;, e_;) the probability that candidate ¢ obtains a seat in

equilibrium. Then, differentiating B.1 with respect to e;, we obtain

a]P)z iy C—1
Here, we must consider two cases: 3 > 1 and 3 < 1. Recall that %@f‘i) >

0. Therefore, when 8 > 1 B.2 is always positive, even if %;’f‘i) = 0 (i.e., even if
candidate i is guaranteed a seat or knows for sure he can never win one). Thus, all
candidates exert maximum effort in equilibrium, regardless of the allocation of advantaged
statuses. Notice, this solves the moral hazard problem for the party leadership. If each
candidate’s individual motives to exert effort are sufficiently strong, regardless of the
prospects of winning a seat, the party leadership does not have to worry about adopting
the list structure that maximizes their incentives to contribute to the party’s collective
performance.

Suppose instead, § < 1. Here, the problem resembles the baseline. Consider a
candidate whose advantaged status guarantees a seat. Then, B.2 reduces to fe; — ¢;,
which is always negative. As such, these candidates exert no effort in equilibrium. A
similar logic applies to candidates who can never hope to win a seat. Instead, candidates
who are not completely insulated from competition will exert positive effort, and their
choice will be a function of both the electoral incentives (i.e., their incentives to win a
seat), and their post-electoral motives (i.e., 3). Proceeding as for the proof of Lemma 1,

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

guaranteed a seat. Therefore:
e; =0 (B.3)

In contrast, each non-advantaged candidate exerts strictly positive effort. Recall that in
the baseline the assumption that R < 1 is enough to guarantee interior effort. Here, this

is no longer true (whenever 5 > 0), thus we have :

*

Crov\[Ire v ara -2+ Sos - o1y ma)

= M55 36

tna

Case 2: the party assigns two advantaged positions. Here, both advantaged and

non-advantaged candidates will exert strictly positive effort. Specifically:

VEG + 02K —2¢;, - 5))

e; = min{ 30— 7) , 1} (B.5)
Ro+ \[R20? + R(1 — B)(L — 6(3K — 2¢; — )
e; = min{ \/ 2T 5) 1} (B.6)

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

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

e =0 (B.7)

ina

Each advantaged candidate instead exerts effort:

e; = mm{\/ +¢KR18 1} (B.8)

Case 4: the party assigns no advantaged position (i.e., open list). Each candi-
date in the list solves the same maximization problem, so each exerts the same amount

of effort in equilibrium:

e = min{ (5R¢ + \/25R2¢? — 3(1 — B)R(ToK — 4¢S — 11)),1}  (B.9)

1
12(1- )

B2



Next, we compare the total equilibrium effort under the different allocation structures,

and we establish the following result, mirroring Lemma 1 in the baseline:

Lemma 2. Suppose f < 1. Then, Total campaign effort (and thus expected number of

seats) is mazimized when the party allocates zero advantaged positions (n, =0).

Proof. We proceed in three steps.

Claim 4. Total effort under n, = 0 is always higher than total effort under n, > N (i.e.,

if the party assigns three advantaged positions).

Proof. First, suppose effort is interior. Then, total effort under n, = 0 is

E: = (5Rp + \/25R2¢? — 3R(1 — B)(ToK — 4¢S — 11)). (B.10)

b
3(1-7)

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

i R2(3 — ¢S)+ ¢KRE
E; :3\/ 22 -7 18 (B.11)
Straightforwardly, sufficient condition to guarantee that Ej > Ej is
;\/25}2%2 —3R(1 - B)(TpK —4¢S —11) > 3 B33 = 69) + 9K Ry (B.12)
3(1—p) (1-5) o

which reduces to

25R¢* — 3(1 — B) (T¢I — 4V — 11) — 9(1 — B)(1 — 20V + ¢K§) > 0. (B.13)

The LHS is increasing in S. Plugging in the lower bound S = 3K — 2%, the above
reduces to o1
25R¢* 4+ 9(1 — B) + 7(1 — B)oK >0, (B.14)

which is always satisfied.
The above also implies that effort under an open list will hit the corner sooner. Fur-
thermore, the number of candidates exerting effort is higher under an open list. Therefore,

even if effort is at the corner under one or both allocation, the claim remains valid. [

Claim 5. Total effort under n, = 0 is (weakly) higher than total effort under n, € (N, N)

(i.e., if the party assigns two advantaged positions).
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Proof. First, suppose effort is interior. Suppose that Total effort under n, € (N, N) is

always lower than

E;mw_L<R¢+\/Rz¢2+R(1—5)(%—@5(3[{—2—5))+\/R<%+¢(2K_S)),

1-5 1-3
(B.15)
Total effort under n, = 0 is
1
E: = 3(1——B)(5R¢ +V/25R?¢? — 3R(1 — B)(T9K — 4¢S — 11)). (B.16)
To prove the claim, we proceed in three steps. First, notice that

5

chﬁ > Ro. (B.17)

Next, we can show that

1 1

mﬂmw —3R(1 — B)(TpK —4¢S —11) > \/R2¢2 + R(1=B)(5 — 6K -2 - S[B.18)
Notice that the LHS is increasing in 5 (as we will show below, (T¢ K —4¢S —11) < 0),

while the RHS is decreasing. Thus, as established in the baseline model, the condition is

always satisfied.

Finally, we can show that

1 R+ ¢(2K — 9))
——/25R20% — 3R(1 — ToK — 4¢SS — 11 2 . B.19
6 p) V2O —3R(L - B)(T0K — 4o )>\/ 5 (B.19)
Sufficient condition for the above to hold is

_3(T6K — 46 — 11) > 36[% + 62K — S)], (B.20)
which reduces to
15 + 48¢S — 93¢ K > 0. (B.21)

By assumption, S > maz € {K + ﬁ, 3K — ﬁ} First, suppose that K > ﬁ, and plug

in binding upper bound S = 3K — ﬁ The above reduces to

516K — 9 > 0, (B.22)

L

which is always satisfied at K > 5 e
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1

Finally, suppose that K < 5 5

and plug in binding upper bound V = K + ﬁ The
above reduces to

39 — 450K > 0, (B.23)

1
%.
The above also implies that effort under an open list will hit the corner sooner. There-

which is always satisfied at K <
fore, even if effort is at the corner under one or both allocation, the claim remains
valid. O]

Claim 6. Total effort n, = 0 is always higher than total effort under 0 < n, < N (i.e.,

if the party assigns one advantaged position).

Proof. Suppose effort is interior. Denote E; the total effort under 0 < n, < N. First, we
can show that A = Ej — E} is decreasing in S:

0A 2 >
0S — \/25R*¢? —3R(1 - B)(ToK — 465 — 11) 6\/ PR + (1 B) (3R + L RoS — 20K |

(B.24)

% < 0 if and only if

144[%}%%%(1—5)(gm%}ws_%w)} <25 [25R2¢2+(1—,6) (33R+12R¢S—21R¢K)},
(B.25)
which is always satisfied given K < é (by assumption).
Thus, it is sufficient to show that the claim holds at the upper bound S = 2K —4+ ﬁ,
ie.:

%(51«1@ + \/25R2¢2 —3R(1 — B)[ToK — 4p(2K — 4 + %) — 11]) > (B.26)
3

3 9 5 5 1 11
3 <§R¢ + \/ZR%? +4R(1 — 5)[% + 1—8¢(2K — 4+ 2—¢) — 1—8¢K]>,

which reduces to

4/25R23% + (1 — B)(3ROK + 39R — 43Ro) > 7R¢+18\/ZR2¢2 T (1- ) (%R - gRqﬁK - %}w).
(B.27)
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Plugging in the lower bound K = 42—?, we have
9 27 128
4\/25R%¢? + (1 — B)(40R — 44R¢) > TR¢ + 18\/1R2¢2 +(1-p) (281% - —R¢>
(B.28)

To show that the above condition is always satisfied, I proceed in two steps.
First, since ¢ < % and 5+ R < 1 (for interior effort), notice that

V25R2¢? + (1 — B)(40R — 44R¢) > \/25R2<b2 + R(40R — 44?) > Ry /40 — %
(B.29)
and

7
TR < ¢ (B.30)

44
— T Ryfao- < 2 TR0, (B.31)
44
81/40 — 4

Thus, we have that

and

7
—————\/25R2¢% + (1 — B)(40R — 44R¢) > TR¢. (B.32)
84/40 — &

Next, it is easy to see that

7
4 - ———— 25 R2? 1— 40R — 44R B.33
( . \/@W ¢ + (1 - B)( ¢) > (B.33)

9 27 128
18\/ZR2¢2 T (1-p) (283 - —Rgb)

Therefore

R— R
(B.34)
0

44/25R2¢? + (1 — B)(40R — 44R¢) > TR + 18\/23%2 +(1-75) <2; 128 )

The above also implies that effort under an open list will hit the corner sooner. Fur-
thermore, the number of candidates exerting effort is higher under an open list. Therefore,

even if effort is at the corner under one or both allocation, the claim remains valid. [

Looking at the party leadership’s choice, we then have:
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Proposition 2. The likelihood (in the sense of set inclusion) that the party leadership
allocates advantaged positions to insulate some candidates from competition (i.e., chooses

bottom only competition) is increasing in the party’s ez-ante electoral strength S.

Proof. The proof of Claim 6 shows that % < 0 (where the inequality is strict as long
as at least one of the equilibrium effort choices is interior). Thus, there exists a unique
E(S, f) > 0 s.t. in equilibrium the party leadership adopts bottom only competition if
and only if B > B(S, 8), where B(S, 8> 1) =0, B(S, 8 < 1) > 0 and 2238 < ¢ (where
the inequality is strict whenever 5 < 1). Therefore, we have that the parameter region for
which, in equilibrium, the party leadership adopts bottom only competition is (weakly)

increasing in S. O

Amending parties’ utility

Here, we analyze an extension of the baseline model where, in addition to the value of
insulating their preferred candidates from internal competition, parties obtain a benefit
that is a function (either decreasing or increasing) of the number of advantaged positions
they allocate.

Formally, denote o the total number of seats won by the party. Then, we have that

the leadership’s utility U; is:

Wo+ f(n,) +4, if0<n, <N
b, =3 ot i) = (B.35)
Wo + f(na), otherwise

Thus, if f(n,) > 0 is increasing in n,, the party leadership obtains more and more
utility as they assign more advantaged positions (everything else being equal). In contrast,
if f(n,) > 0 is decreasing in n,, the party leadership prefers to assign a lower number of
advantages, everything else being equal. A represents the additional value from securing
seats for some specific candidate in the list.

Here we show that, in both cases, our predictions from Proposition 1 remain robust.

Proposition 3. The likelihood (in the sense of set inclusion) that the party leadership
allocates advantaged positions to insulate some candidates from competition (i.e., chooses

bottom only competition) is increasing in the party’s ex-ante electoral strength S.

Proof. First, notice that the candidates’ effort choices are as in the baseline model, since
their strategic problem is unchanged. This implies that total effort is again maximized
under open-list (n, = 0), and Ej — E7 is decreasing in S. Furthermore, if we compare
A.10 and A.14, we can see that £} — E} is also decreasing in S (recall that the subscript

indicates the number of candidates who obtain an advantage).
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With this, suppose first that f(n,) is increasing in n,. Then, it must be the case that
the party makes one of three choices in equilibrium: n, = 0 to maximize effort, n, = 1
to obtain A, or n, = 3 to maximize f(n,).?® Thus, there exists a K(S) s.t. the party
adopts bottom only competition if and only if A > A(S), where A(S) = maz{U;(n, =
0) — Uy(ng = 1);Uy(ng = 3) — U(n, = 1)}. Recall that S enters these differences in the
party’s utility only via the candidates’ effort choices. Because both Ej — Ef and E5 — EY
are decreasing in S, it must be the case that A(S) is decreasing in S as well.

Next, suppose that f(n,) is increasing in n,. Then, it must be the case that the party
makes one of two choices in equilibrium: n, = 0 to maximize effort, or n, = 1 to obtain
A and maximize f(n,). Thus, this case is equivalent to the baseline, and the result from
Proposition 3 holds.

O

35Recall that we are assuming the party cannot assign an advantage to all the candidates in the list.
However, relaxing this assumption would have no bearing on the results since the candidates incentives
under n, = 0 and n, = 4 are identical, and thus E} = Ej.
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Appendix C: Additional figures and tables

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

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

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

A: Candidates without head start
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Personal votes as a share of party votes
B: Candidates with head start
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Personal votes as a share of party votes
C: Candidates with head start
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Personal votes as a share of party votes (25pp bonus included)

Note: Panel A plots the density of observations as a function of personal votes as share of party votes for candidates
without a head start. Similarly, Panel B plots the density of observations as a function of personal votes as share of party
votes for candidates with a head start. Finally, Panel C, is identical to Panel B, but the 25 percentage point bonus is
included. Because voters can cast personal votes from candidates from other party lists, it is possible for a candidate’s

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

for one of the seven main parties in the 2019 local election.
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Figure C.3: The likelihood that a party chooses bottom only competition (0 < n, < N)
increases with electoral strength measured by the local party vote share in the previous
national election
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Note: The figure shows the fraction of local party lists choosing 0 < ng, < N (denoted on the y azis as
the party choosing ‘bottom only competition’) in the 2019 election as a function of the local party vote
share in the national election 2017.
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Table C.1: Municipality-level summary statistics for the main parties running in the
2019 local election

Mean SD Min Max N

Share of votes

Socialist Left Party (SV) 0.07 0.05 0.02 0.37 239
Labor Party (A) 020 0.11 0.07 0.67 346
Center Party (SP) 028 0.4 0.03 069 341
Liberal Party (V) 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.36 220
Christian Democratic Party (KrF) 0.07 0.06 0.01 040 222
Conservative Party (H) 0.16 0.09 0.02 0.58 309
Progress Party (FrP) 0.09 0.06 0.02 0.32 247

Seats in the local council

Socialist Left Party (SV) 1.86 125 0 g8 239
Labor Party (A) 738 370 1 19 346
Center Party (SP) 663 325 1 22 341
Liberal Party (V) 117 121 0 11 220
Christian Democratic Party (KrF) 1.84 17 0 g 222
Conservative Party (H) 472 354 0 24 309
Progress Party (FrP) 281 214 0 13 247
Seats in the executive board

Socialist Left Party (SV) 0.58 057 0 2 239
Labor Party (A) 224 1.03 0 6 346
Center Party (SP) 200 098 0 5 341
Liberal Party (V) 033 052 0 3 220
Christian Democratic Party (KrF) 0.64 066 0 3 222
Conservative Party (H) 145 097 0 7 309
Progress Party (FrP) 076 074 0 3 247
Candidates with a pre-advantage

Socialist Left Party (SV) 249 127 0 7239
Labor Party (A) 317 181 0 10 346
Center Party (SP) 209 128 0 6 341
Liberal Party (V) 201 138 0 8 220
Christian Democratic Party (KrF) 1.87 1.09 0 6 222
Conservative Party (H) 259 180 0 10 309
Progress Party (FrP) 266 185 0 10 247
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Table C.2: Individual-level summary statistics for the main sample

Mean  SD Min  Max N
Pre-advantage 0.12  0.33 0.00 1.00 29312
Personal votes (share of party total)  0.05 0.08 0.00 0.78 29312
New candidate 0.38 0.49 0.00 1.00 29312
Previously elected 2003-2015 (count) 0.38  0.85 0.00 4.00 29312
Mayor (any previous election) 0.01 0.11 0.00 1.00 29312
Age 49.23 14.48 18.00 94.00 29312
Woman 0.43 0.49 0.00 1.00 29312
Log (Income) 12.77 1.20 371 15.66 29312
Union member 0.51 0.50 0.00 1.00 29312
Donations (NOK 10000) 0.17  0.50 0.00 4.00 29312
Municipal employee 0.30 0.46 0.00 1.00 29312
High education 0.46 0.50 0.00 1.00 29312
Immigrant 0.08 0.27 0.00 1.00 29312
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Table C.3: Comparing advantaged candidates in top and bottom only competition lists

1) @] (3) (4) 1) ©)] (3) (4)
Adv 2 Adv 3 Adv 4  Adv 5-6 Adv 2 Adv 3 Adv 4  Adv 5-6
Personal vote share 0.059** 0.021** 0.031** 0.022** New candidate 0.160"*  0.126** 0.145"* 0.139"*
(0.006)  (0.007) (0.005) (0.005) (0.029)  (0.038) (0.038) (0.039)
Mean of outcome var.  0.055 0.053 0.046 0.033 Mean of outcome var.  0.376 0.393 0.405 0.417
(1) (2) () (4) (1) (2) (3) (4)
Adv 2 Adv 3 Adv4  Adv 56 Adv 2 Adv 3 Adv4  Adv 56
Elected prev. (no.) -0.644*  -0.449**  -0.362*** -0.356"** Previous mayor -0.099**  -0.073**  -0.097*** -0.058"***
(0.069) (0.093) (0.097) (0.115) (0.011) (0.015) (0.015) (0.014)
Mean of outcome var. 0.363 0.351 0.426 0.470 Mean of outcome var. 0.012 0.010 0.013 0.014
U e O U ® 6 O
Adv2 Adv3 Adv4d Adv5-6 Adv2 Adv3 Adv4d Adv56
Age (standardized) -0.198"* -0.119*  0.003 0.037 ‘Woman -0.045*  -0.024 -0.034  -0.033
(0.059)  (0.063) (0.069) (0.073) (0.024)  (0.027) (0.025) (0.025)
Mean of outcome var. 3.197 3.201 3.217 3.251 Mean of outcome var.  0.440 0.430 0.426 0.431
O ® o n©® 06 0
Adv 2 Adv3 Adv4 Adv 56 Adv2 Adv3 Adv4 Adv5-6
Log (income) -0.162**  -0.154* -0.188** -0.442*** Union member 0.005 0.021  -0.045 -0.080*
(0.057)  (0.079) (0.089)  (0.077) (0.028) (0.040) (0.037) (0.042)
Mean of outcome var.  12.770  12.782  12.774 12.806 Mean of outcome var.  0.537 0.496 0.524 0.529
1) (2) () (4) 1) @) (3) (4)
Adv2 Adv3 Adv4d Advis-6 Adv 2 Adv3 Adv4 Adv 56
Donations (NOK 10000) -0.004 -0.002 -0.024  -0.049 Municipal employee -0.094*  -0.038 -0.091** -0.134**
(0.033) (0.037) (0.028) (0.037) (0.029) (0.035) (0.035)  (0.041)
Mean of outcome var. 0.186 0.153 0.143 0.113 Mean of outcome var. 0.333 0.292 0.287 0.249
(1) @) 3) (4) (1) @) (3) (4)
Adv2 Adv3 Adv4 Adv56 Adv2 Adv3 Adv4 Adv5-6
High education -0.058*  -0.026 -0.038  -0.071 Tmmigrant 0.011 0.026  0.024  0.047*
(0.029)  (0.040) (0.038)  (0.052) (0.016) (0.017) (0.021) (0.021)
Mean of outcome var.  0.472 0.472 0.473 0.483 Mean of outcome var.  0.077 0.079 0.089 0.106

Notes: In this table we analyze whether candidates obtaining an advantaged status in top and bottom only competition lists

differ in terms of their individual characteristics. To this aim, we use the empirical specification from Equation 5 (omitting

X Xipm), but consider candidates’ individual characteristics as the outcome variable. For each outcome variable, we run

separate regressions and report the estimated interaction effect (Top competition X Advantage). For completeness, we

also report results when using the personal vote share as outcome variable (thus, the top-left panel is the result of our

analysis from the main body—FEquation 5), but without controlling for individual characteristics). * denotes 10% statistical

significance, ** 5% and *** 1%.
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Table C.4: Extended version of Table 1 with candidate characteristics coefficients
reported

) ®) ) @
Advantage 2 Advantage 3 Advantage 4 Advantage 5-6
Top competition 0.002 0.004* 0.002 -0.003
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Advantage 0.127* 0.104*** 0.074*** 0.060***
(0.004) (0.005) (0.004) (0.003)
Top competition X Advantage 0.076*** 0.037** 0.050*** 0.036™**
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007)
New candidate 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.000
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Elected one time before 0.029*** 0.031*** 0.023*** 0.013***
(0.002) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003)
Elected two times before 0.037*** 0.047** 0.034*** 0.023**
(0.003) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006)
Elected three times before 0.052%** 0.046** 0.050*** 0.027***
(0.005) (0.008) (0.010) (0.007)
Elected four times before 0.053** 0.064*** 0.056*** 0.021**
(0.008) (0.014) (0.013) (0.008)
Mayor (any previous election) 0.060*** 0.113** 0.131** 0.144**
(0.009) (0.019) (0.020) (0.020)
Age (standardized) -0.007*** -0.006*** -0.007*** -0.005***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Woman -0.007** -0.005** -0.008*** -0.007**
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Log (Income) 0.003*** 0.003*** 0.002*** 0.002***
(0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Union member -0.002* -0.005** -0.004** -0.004**
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Donations (NOK 10000) 0.003** 0.007** 0.008*** 0.003
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002)
Municipal employee 0.002* 0.004* 0.005*** 0.009***
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
High education 0.006*** 0.008*** 0.004** 0.002
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Immigrant -0.005*** -0.005* -0.002 -0.003
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Mean of outcome var. 0.055 0.053 0.046 0.033
R-squared 0.58 0.55 0.53 0.50
Observations 10606 4458 4071 3025

Notes: The baseline sample is all the candidates running for one of the seven main parties in the 2019 local election. We
drop lists from municipalities using a parliamentary systems, lists from municipalities involved in mergers, and lists where
we fail to match any candidates with administrative data from Statistics Norway. We split the sample by the number of
advantaged candidates (given in the title of each column). We pool cases where the advantage is given to 5-6 candidates
because of few observations. Party fized effects are included but not reported. Standard errors are clustered at the municipal

level and reported in parentheses. * denotes 10% statistical significance, ** 5% and *** 1%.
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Table C.5: A version of Table 1 for municipalities with below 10k inhabitants

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Advantage 2 Advantage 3 Advantage 4 Advantage 5-6

Top competition -0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.002
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.007)
Advantage 0.122%* 0.097* 0.071%* 0.045***
(0.004) (0.006) (0.006) (0.008)
Top competition X Advantage 0.079** 0.042* 0.048*** 0.061*
(0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.019)
Mean of outcome var. 0.060 0.062 0.055 0.050
R-squared 0.56 0.53 0.51 0.50
Observations 7263 2617 2014 250

Notes: The outcome variable is the candidates’ personal vote share (within party list). The baseline sample is all the
candidates running for one of the seven main parties in the 2019 local election. We drop all lists where we fail to match
any candidates with administrative data from Statistics Norway. This sample consider only municipalities that have below
10,000 inhabitants. We split this sample further by the number of advantaged candidates (given in the title of each column).
We pool cases where the advantage is given to 5-6 candidates because of few observations. We control for various candidate
characteristics and national party fized effects (see Equation 5). Standard errors are clustered at the municipal level and

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

Table C.6: A version of Table 1 for municipalities with above 10k inhabitants

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Advantage 2 Advantage 3 Advantage 4 Advantage 5-6

Top competition 0.005* 0.006™** 0.000 -0.002
(0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002)
Advantage 0.139** 0.114*** 0.072%** 0.061***
(0.008) (0.008) (0.005) (0.003)
Top competition X Advantage 0.062*** 0.029*** 0.055%** 0.032***
(0.011) (0.010) (0.008) (0.007)
Mean of outcome var. 0.045 0.041 0.038 0.032
R-squared 0.65 0.62 0.58 0.51
Observations 3343 1841 2057 2775

Notes: The outcome variable is the candidates’ personal vote share (within party list). The baseline sample is all the
candidates running for one of the seven main parties in the 2019 local election. We drop all lists where we fail to match
any candidates with administrative data from Statistics Norway. This sample consider only municipalities that have above
10,000 inhabitants. We split this sample further by the number of advantaged candidates (given in the title of each column).
We pool cases where the advantage is given to 5-6 candidates because of few observations. We control for various candidate
characteristics and national party fized effects (see Equation 5). Standard errors are clustered at the municipal level and

reported in parentheses. * denotes 10% statistical significance, ** 5% and *** 1%.
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Table C.7: Candidates insulated from intraparty competition receive fewer media hits

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Advantage 2 Advantage 3 Advantage 4 Advantage 5-6

Top competition 0.006** 0.007** 0.007** 0.000
(0.002) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003)
Advantage 0.156*** 0.109*** 0.083*** 0.059**
(0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.005)
Top competition X Advantage 0.032* 0.025* 0.032** 0.027**
(0.015) (0.014) (0.012) (0.010)
Mean of outcome variable 0.055 0.052 0.046 0.033
R-squared 0.31 0.26 0.28 0.25
Observations 10592 4450 4064 3025

Notes: The outcome variable is the candidates’ media hits share (within party list). The baseline sample is all the candidates
running for one of the seven main parties in the 2019 local election. We drop all lists where we fail to match any candidates
with administrative data from Statistics Norway. We split the sample by the number of advantaged candidates (given in
the title of each column). We pool cases where the advantage is given to 5-6 candidates because of few observations. We
control for various candidate characteristics and national party fized effects. Standard errors are clustered at the municipal

level and reported in parentheses. * denotes 10% statistical significance, ** 5% and *** 1%.

Table C.8: Relationship between bottom only competition (0 < n, < N) and electoral
strength measured by the local party vote share in the previous national election

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
All All All All A<A mazx O0<N N<A maz

Voteshare (2017 national election) 2.031* 1.674* 1A70"* 1522°%  1.450°*  1.355"*  1.641"
(0.091) (0.126) (0.160) (0.148)  (0.157)  (0.149) (0.217)

Number of incumbents 0.029***  0.020"* 0.039*** 0.046*** 0.036** 0.042*
(0.006)  (0.006)  (0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.012)
Mean of outcome variable 0.587 0.587 0.587 0.587 0.594 0.631 0.469
R-squared 0.21 0.22 0.26 0.27 0.25 0.22 0.16
Observations 1626 1626 1626 1626 1479 1513 1220
Party FE No No Yes No No No No
Municipality FE No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: We use a linear probability model (OLS). Standard errors are clustered at the municipal level and reported in

parentheses. * denotes 10% statistical significance, ** 5% and *** 1%.
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Table C.9: Repeating the analysis from Table 3 using the local party’s vote-share in the
previous national election as an alternative proxy for electoral strength (.5)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Voteshare (2017 national election) 0.400"* 0.318** 0.403™*  0.372**  0.261***
(0.035)  (0.033)  (0.035)  (0.042)  (0.045)

Length of list 0.004** 0.005***  0.005"*  0.007***
(0.001)  (0.001)  (0.001)  (0.001)
List with mayor -0.057*  -0.075*** -0.064***
(0.009)  (0.009)  (0.010)
Mean of outcome variable 0.620 0.620 0.620 0.620 0.620
R-squared 0.40 0.45 0.47 0.52 0.45
Observations 954 954 954 954 954
Advantage (count) FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Party FE No No No Yes No
Municipality FE No No No No Yes

Notes: The share of personal votes to non-advantaged candidates is the outcome variable. The key variable of interest is

S. The unit of analysis is a list in a municipality.
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Table C.10: Who gets the advantage?

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

New candidate -0.002 -0.001 -0.020***
(0.003)  (0.003) (0.004)
Elected one time before 0.217**  0.215*** 0.206***
(0.009)  (0.009) (0.008)
Elected two times before 0.305***  (0.291*** 0.291***
(0.012)  (0.012) (0.012)
Elected three times before 0.349***  (0.309*** 0.316***
(0.017)  (0.018) (0.017)
Elected four times before 0.500***  0.417*** 0.428***
(0.023)  (0.024) (0.023)
Mayor (any previous election) 0.311** 0.296***
(0.026) (0.026)
Age (standardized) 0.004*  -0.029***
(0.002) (0.002)
Woman -0.004 0.013***
(0.003) (0.003)
Log (Income) 0.027***  0.018™*
(0.001) (0.001)
Union member -0.020***  -0.003
(0.005) (0.004)
Donations (NOK 10000) 0.003 0.000
(0.004) (0.004)
Municipal employee 0.049***  0.017***
(0.006) (0.005)
High education 0.046***  0.029***
(0.005) (0.004)
Immigrant -0.037*  -0.022***
(0.006) (0.006)
Mean of outcome variable 0.122 0.122 0.122 0.122
Within R-squared 0.14 0.15 0.02 0.16
Observations 29312 29312 29312 29312
Local party FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: The baseline sample is all the candidates running for any of the seven main parties in the 2019 local election. We
drop all lists where we fail to match any candidates with administrative data from Statistics Norway. Standard errors are

clustered at the municipal level and reported in parentheses. * denotes 10% statistical significance, ** 5% and *** 1%.
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Table C.11: Who gets the advantage? Heterogenous effects by party bloc

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Left Center Right (1)-(2) (1)-(3) (2)-(3)
New candidate -0.016*  -0.013** -0.039**  -0.003 0.023*  0.026™**
(0.007)  (0.006)  (0.007)  (0.010)  (0.010)  (0.010)

Elected one time before 0.198*  0.222*  0.194™*  -0.023  0.005  0.028
(0.013)  (0.015)  (0.016)  (0.020)  (0.021)  (0.021)

Elected two times before 0.269*  0.318™*  0.282**  -0.049*  -0.013  0.036
(0.018)  (0.021)  (0.021)  (0.026)  (0.028)  (0.029)

Elected three times before 0.281***  0.328***  (.338*** -0.046 -0.056 -0.010
(0.026) (0.029) (0.031) (0.039) (0.038) (0.042)

Elected four times before 0.378***  0.468***  0.439***  -0.090* -0.060 0.030
(0.034) (0.044) (0.038) (0.053) (0.053) (0.054)

Mayor (any previous election) — 0.404™*  0.227*  (0.189"*  0.178"* 0.215**  0.038
(0.037)  (0.048)  (0.057)  (0.061)  (0.069)  (0.076)

Age (standardized) -0.039**  -0.021*** -0.030** -0.017**  -0.009 0.009
(0.004) (0.003) (0.005) (0.005)  (0.006)  (0.005)
Woman 0.012** 0.000 0.030*** 0.012*  -0.018" -0.030***
(0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.007)  (0.008)  (0.008)
Log (Income) 0.018™*  0.014**  0.022*** 0.004 -0.004  -0.008**
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003)  (0.004)  (0.004)
Union member 0.001 0.000 -0.012 0.001 0.013 0.012
(0.007) (0.006) (0.008) (0.010)  (0.011)  (0.010)
Donations (NOK 10000) 0.011 -0.002 0.000 0.014 0.011 -0.003
(0.013) (0.005) (0.011) (0.014)  (0.017)  (0.012)
Municipal employee 0.009 0.014* 0.037*** -0.006  -0.028**  -0.022*
(0.007) (0.007) (0.011) (0.010)  (0.013)  (0.013)
High education 0.026™*  0.035"**  0.024*** -0.009 0.002 0.012
(0.007) (0.006) (0.008) (0.010)  (0.011)  (0.010)
Immigrant -0.037**  -0.007 -0.021*  -0.030*  -0.016 0.014
(0.010) (0.010) (0.012) (0.014)  (0.016)  (0.016)
Mean of outcome variable 0.128 0.106 0.137 0.117 0.132 0.119
Within R-squared 0.17 0.17 0.16 0.17 0.16 0.16
Observations 10135 11341 7836 21476 17971 19177
Local party FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: The baseline sample is all the candidates running for one of the seven main parties in the 2019 local election. We
drop all lists where we fail to match any candidates with administrative data from Statistics Norway. Standard errors are

clustered at the municipal level and reported in parentheses. * denotes 10% statistical significance, ** 5% and *** 1%.
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Table C.12: Who gets the advantage? Heterogenous effects by list’s previous success in
winning mayoral office

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Never  Sometimes Always (1)-(2) (1)-(3) (2)-(3)
New candidate -0.023***  -0.020***  -0.028** 0.003 -0.005 0.008

(0.005)  (0.006)  (0.014)  (0.008)  (0.014)  (0.015)

Elected one time before  0.244** 0,167  0.169"** -0.078*** -0.076**  -0.002
(0.012)  (0.012)  (0.028)  (0.016)  (0.029)  (0.030)

Elected two times before 0.327 0.272%** 0.285***  -0.055** -0.043 -0.013
(0.018) (0.017) (0.035) (0.024) (0.038) (0.039)

Elected three times before (0.383*** 0.324*** 0.322**  -0.059* -0.061 0.002
(0.026) (0.025) (0.042) (0.036) (0.048) (0.048)

Elected four times before  0.546*  0.481**  0.412°*  -0.064  -0.133*  0.069
(0.032)  (0.034)  (0.059)  (0.046)  (0.063)  (0.067)

Age (standardized) -0.031**  -0.025"*  -0.042** 0.005 -0.011 0.017*
(0.003) (0.004) (0.008) (0.004) (0.008)  (0.009)
Woman 0.007 0.018** 0.021**  0.011** 0.014 -0.002
(0.004) (0.004) (0.009) (0.006) (0.011)  (0.010)
Log (Income) 0.016** 0.024* 0.025***  0.009**  0.010* -0.001
(0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.003) (0.005)  (0.005)
Union member 0.001 -0.018*** -0.017  -0.019*  -0.018 -0.001
(0.006) (0.006) (0.018) (0.009) (0.019)  (0.019)
Donations (NOK 10000) 0.002 -0.003 -0.007 -0.005 -0.009 0.004
(0.005) (0.008) (0.019) (0.010) (0.019)  (0.020)
Municipal employee 0.013* 0.027 0.050** 0.014 0.037** -0.023
(0.007) (0.007) (0.016) (0.009) (0.017)  (0.018)
High education 0.027 0.036*** 0.028* 0.009 0.001 0.008
(0.006) (0.006) (0.016) (0.008) (0.017)  (0.017)
Immigrant -0.018* -0.021**  -0.061***  -0.002  -0.042**  0.040*
(0.008) (0.010) (0.018) (0.013) (0.020)  (0.020)
Mean of outcome variable 0.130 0.108 0.119 0.122 0.129 0.110
Within R-squared 0.14 0.17 0.19 0.15 0.15 0.18
Observations 17414 9995 1903 27409 19317 11898
Local party FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: The baseline sample is all the candidates running for one of the seven main parties in the 2019 local election. We
drop all lists where we fail to match any candidates with administrative data from Statistics Norway. Standard errors are
clustered at the municipal level and reported in parentheses. * denotes 10% statistical significance, ** 5% and *** 1%.

We drop municipalities involved in mergers during the 2003-2019 period.
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Table C.13: Personal vote determinants

0 @ ©® @ 5 ©
New candidate 0.005***  0.005*** -0.001 0.001* 0.001*
(0.001)  (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Elected one time before 0.061***  0.060*** 0.057***  0.017=*  0.017***
(0.002)  (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)
Elected two times before 0.087***  0.082*** 0.082***  0.024**  0.024***
(0.003)  (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002)
Elected three times before 0.109***  0.092*** 0.094***  0.028***  0.028***
(0.005)  (0.005) (0.005) (0.003) (0.003)
Elected four times before 0.144** 0.111*** 0.113**  0.031**  0.031***
(0.006)  (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.004)
Mayor (any previous election) 0.125*** 0.119***  0.018*  (0.018***
(0.008) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006)
Age (standardized) -0.002*** -0.011** -0.006™* -0.006***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Woman -0.011***  -0.006*** -0.005*** -0.005***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Log (Income) 0.008***  0.005***  0.002***  0.002***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Union member -0.009*** -0.003*** -0.001** -0.001**
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Donations (NOK 10000) 0.006**  0.006**  0.005***  0.005***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Municipal employee 0.015***  0.006*** 0.001 0.001
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
High education 0.017** 0.012***  0.006™*  0.006***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Immigrant -0.012***  -0.009*** -0.005*** -0.005***
(0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Advantage (head start) 0.006**
(0.002)
Mean of outcome variable 0.053 0.053 0.053 0.053 0.053 0.053
Within R-squared 0.20 0.23 0.04 0.26 0.69 0.69
Observations 29312 29312 29312 29312 29312 29312
Rank FE No No No No Yes Yes
Local party FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

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

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

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