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Abstract

Runoff systems allow for a reversion of the first-round result: the most voted candidate in the first
round may end up losing the election in the second. But do voters take advantage of this opportu-
nity? Or does winning the first round increase the probability of winning the second? We investi-
gate this question with data from presidential elections since 1945, as well as subnational elections in
Latin America. Using a regression discontinuity design, we find that being the most voted candidate
in the first round has a substantial positive effect on the probability of winning the second round
in mayoral races —especially in Brazil-, but in presidential and gubernatorial elections the effect is
negative, though not statistically significant at conventional levels. The positive effect in municipal
races is much stronger when the top-two placed candidates are ideologically close —and thus harder
to distinguish for voters— but weakens considerably and becomes insignificant when the election is
polarized. We attribute these differences to the disparate informational environment prevailing in
local vs. higher-level races.

Keywords: electoral systems — runoff — first-round advantage — bandwagon effect — regression
discontinuity
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The two-round (qualified) majority system —henceforth the runoff system or runoft- is one of the most
popular electoral systems around the world. Used extensively in legislative elections in France as well as
in some national- and state-level elections in the United States —the Democrats’ control of the Senate in
2021 hinged on two runoffs in Georgia—, since the 1990s it has also been widely employed in presidential
elections in Latin America, Eastern Europe and Francophone Africa. More than half of such elections
have been decided in the second round and, conditional on a runoff being needed, the second-placed can-
didate emerged victorious around one-third of the time (see Figure 1 and Table 1). The Fujimori family in
Peru is aliving example of these dynamics: together, Alberto Fujimori and his daughter Keiko contested a
runoft five times since 1990, twice in the first place and three times as runner-ups. He won his two runoffs
(the second under credible accusations of fraud); she lost all three, two of them by less than 50,000 votes.
Even in Brazil, where the first-placed candidate in the presidential election has always emerged victori-
ous in the runoff, reversals are quite common at the subnational level: in the most recent gubernatorial
elections (2022), 4 out of 12 runner-ups overturned the result in the second round.

The possibility of such reversions —meaning that the second-placed candidate in the first round over-
turns the outcome and emerges victorious in the second- is one of the most appealing features of the
runoft system, as it gives voters the possibility to evaluate candidates more carefully and facilitates reject-
ing those who are only supported by a narrow subset of the electorate —i.e., discarding Condorcet losers
(Bordignon, Nannicini and Tabellini 2016, though this depends on the threshold employed; see Bouton
2013). However, recent research suggests that voters may not take full advantage of this opportunity. The
reason is that rankings matter: when given the chance, voters, party elites and/or campaign donors prefer
higher-ranked candidates over lower-ranked ones, even if there is little difference between the two (Kiss
and Simonovits 2014; Morton et al. 2015; Anagol and Fujiwara 2016; Hix, Hortala-Vallve and Riambau-
Armet 2017; Pons and Tricaud 2018; Granzier, Pons and Tricaud 2019; Gulzar, Robinson and Ruiz 2022).

Why does this effect exist, and when does it operate? When more than two candidates may participate
in the second round (Granzier, Pons and Tricaud 2019); if voters want to find a suitable challenger to run

against the incumbent (Anagol and Fujiwara 2016); or when donors prefer to rally behind the winner
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Figure 1: The runoff system in presidential elections, 1945-2020. The dots in panel (b) show averages over the
previous five years, with dot sizes proportional to the number of observations.

(Gulzar, Robinson and Ruiz 2022), supporting the higher-ranked candidate may be optimal from a co-
ordination perspective —i.e., higher-ranked candidates may become focal. However, voters may also opt
for the first-ranked alternative for purely psychological reasons (Chun and Larrick 2022), giving rise to
a “bandwagon” effect (Kiss and Simonovits 2014; Morton et al. 2015; Hix, Hortala-Vallve and Riambau-
Armet 2017; though cf. Chatterjee and Kamal 2021).

To the extent that bandwagoning is regularly observed in high-stakes elections, it raises troubling
implications for democratic representation in general and the runoft system in particular. But if it occurs
only rarely, or in less relevant circumstances, the implications are less dire. Elucidating why voters rely on
ranks is also important: are rankings the heuristic of choice for distinguishing between candidates, or do
they constitute a last resource when there is no better way to adjudicate between them?

In a groundbreaking contribution, Granzier, Pons and Tricaud (2019) go a long way towards answer-
ing some of these questions in France and a complementary sample of 19 (mostly European) countries.
Their findings reveal a substantial advantage for higher-placed first round candidates. This is partly ex-
plained by coordination dynamics on the part of parties and voters, but bandwagoning behind the better-

ranked candidate is also commonplace.



While these findings are compelling and rigorously performed, the scope of their design leaves space
for further inquiries. To begin with, the executive elections —mostly at the subnational level, and in Latin
America— that we analyze in this paper differ from the legislative elections in France and other 18 Euro-
pean countries (plus Haiti) that comprise Granzier, Pons and Tricaud’s (2019) sample. In France, more
than two candidates may participate in the second round, allowing these authors both to compare the
effect of multiple rankings —first vs. second, second vs. third, etc— and to examine (pretty common)
withdrawals. This matters for interpretation, as rankings can provide a useful focal point when more
than two candidates reach the second round. But in executive elections, typically only two contenders
may participate in the runoff, and withdrawals are rare —just 12 (out of 663) runoft races in our sample
featured one. Since two-candidate elections ofter no possibility to vote strategically, our findings can be
interpreted as a pure bandwagon effect. Second, Brazilian politicians who win a mayoralty by a small mar-
gin are neither more nor less likely to win the next mayoral election than the runner-up (de Magalhies
2015). As with the literature on the incumbency advantage more generally, the reasons behind this (null)
result are unclear; by showing that first-placed candidates do much better than runner-ups in the second
round, our results suggest that mayoral candidates begin with an initial advantage before assuming of-
fice but dilapidate it during the subsequent four years." In addition, Granzier, Pons and Tricaud’s (2019)
finding that bandwagon effects are smaller in ideologically polarized elections may not travel to Brazil,
where most parties are pretty weak (Klasnja and Titiunik 2017). Finally, by examining different levels of
government —national, state and municipal— with varying levels of policy relevance and visibility among
voters, we can gain leverage on the potential sources behind the bandwagoning effect in runoff elections.

Specifically, we analyze a sample of runoff elections used to elect executive authorities: presidents in
69 countries, plus governors and mayors in Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile and Mexico (see Table 1).
Employing a regression discontinuity design to identify the effect of being placed first in the first round,
we document three main findings. First, in line with the literature, rankings matter: finishing first in the

first round has a large positive effect on both the probability of winning the election —between 11 and

"Though de Magalhaes’s sample excludes municipalities with runoff elections, and thus does not overlap with ours.



40 percentage points— and on vote shares —a 1.6-4.7 pp. increase. Second, there is heterogeneity across
samples: these results are mostly driven by municipal elections in Brazil and Mexico. But in presidential
and gubernatorial elections the effect of finishing first is negative —minus 13 pp.—, though the correspond-
ing estimates are far from statistically significant. Finally, even in mayoral elections, the results depend on
the ideological distance between the candidates. When the top two candidates are far apart ideologically,
the advantage of finishing first in the first round diminishes substantially and becomes statistically in-
significant; but if they are ideologically close, the first-round advantage increases to a massive 50-61 pp.
Thus, while our results can thus be seen as an extension of Granzier, Pons and Tricaud’s (2019), we find
much larger effects, suggesting that rankings matter more when party labels convey less information about
candidates’ ideological positions (see also Gulzar, Robinson and Ruiz 2022).

These findings may be driven by a combination of statistical and substantive factors. Presidential
elections may be different due to balance issues —second-placed candidates are more right-wing than first-
placed ones—, but this does not apply to gubernatorial elections. The small number of observations in-
cluded in some samples (see Table 1) means that some of our estimates are underpowered. Yet while this
can explain why many estimates are statistically insignificant, in most samples we have enough power
to detect an effect as large as one standard deviation of the outcome variable in the control group, and
except for mayoral elections in Brazil and Mexico or subnational elections in Brazil, point estimates are
much smaller than that. Indeed, when we pool all samples together, we maximize power, yet the effects
are weaker and sometimes insignificant; in contrast, when we split the mayoral and subnational Brazil
samples according to the ideological distance between the top two candidates, we have enough power to
detect a large effect in ideologically close elections.

On the substantive side, there are reasons to expect mayoral elections to differ from presidential and
gubernatorial ones. An important one is voters’ awareness of, and familiarity with, the candidates. Pres-
idential elections typically receive substantial media coverage, with candidates’ personalities, vita, and
stances being scrutinized for weeks, if not months. In federal countries like Argentina or Brazil, gover-

nors are strong political players, and thus voters are familiar with them (Gervasoni 2010; Samuels 2003).



In local-level elections, in contrast, voters may be much less informed about candidates, making them
more likely to adopt the heuristic of simply picking the first-placed one. That said, the fact that the ef-
fect weakens considerably when candidates’ ideological positions are far away from each other suggests
that rankings are just one among multiple pieces of information voters consider when deciding whom
to support in the second round. To put it simply, voters are more likely to rely on rankings when there
is no competing and easy-to-access clue —such as ideology —to adjudicate between candidates. This in-
terpretation is reinforced by the fact that a huge proportion of our sample consists of open seats, with
no incumbent seeking reelection, and restricting the sample to open seats produces similar results. Fur-
thermore, when we subset the Brazilian data according to the previous experience of the top two placed
candidates,” the effect is strongest when neither candidate or both were presumed to be known based on
their previous political experience —ie, there is no “experience advantage” for any candidate. When only

one of them was, on the other hand, the more experienced individual does not seem to be advantaged.

Data and Research Design

Data. We consider an election to be held under a runoff system if

1. The most voted candidate needs to obtain a minimum percentage of votes —typically s0%, though
lower thresholds are sometimes observed— to win outright in the first round; and
2. In case no candidate is victorious in the first round, the same electorate’ must choose between the

top-n contenders in a second round, where typically n = 2.

Our focus is on executive elections. For simplicity, we excluded the handful of presidential elections in

which more than two candidates may participate in the second round. We also ruled out those elections

*We thank an anonymous reviewer for suggesting this analysis.
3This excludes cases in which the legislature, rather than citizens, decides among the top-n contenders in the first round (e.g.,

Chile before 1973).



Table 1: Samples included in the analysis

number  runoff  second % number
period of rule round second of %

sample office covered  districts employed needed round reversions reversions
World president  1951-2020 69 352 182 SL7 58 31.9
Brazil (governor) governor 1994-2018 27 189 91 48.1 27 29.7
Brazil (mayor) mayor 1996-2020 97 519 300 57.8 76 25.3
Argentina governor  1973-2021 24 S1 30 58.8 8 26.7
Bolivia gOVernor  2010-202.1 9 19 6 31.6 3 50.0
Chile governor  202I-2021 16 16 3 81.2 3 23.1
Mexico mayor 1997-2000 58 116 41 35.3 2 29.3
Full sample 300 1262 663 52.5 187 28.2

Except for the Brazil (governor), Chile and Mexico samples, the “runoft rule employed” column is not
a multiple of the “number of districts” column because different districts held elections every 4, 5 or 6
years (World), they introduced a runoff rule at different moments in time (World, Argentina, Bolivia), or
reached 200,000 registered voters in different election years (mayoral elections in Brazil).
(mainly in Mexico in 2003) in which a second round could be avoided if turnout in the first round was
sufficiently high, as this emphasizes turnout rather than candidates’ vote shares.*

We combined data from seven samples (see Table 1). First, a team of research assistants assembled a list
of presidential elections around the world (1945-2020) and coded whether they were held under a runoft
system. We then restricted the sample to minimally competitive elections (Hyde and Marinov 2012) with
a v-pem polyarchy score larger than 1/3 on a o:1 scale (Coppedge et al. 2021). For subnational elections,
we looked at Latin American cases where we know a runoft rule was employed: Argentine governors (22
provinces in 1973; 4 provinces since the 1990s); Bolivian governors since 2010; Brazilian governors and
mayors in municipalities with more than 200,000 registered voters (Fujiwara 2011) since 1994; Chilean
regional governors in 2021; and mayors in San Luis Potosi (Mexico) in 1997 and 2000. Appendix A1 lists
the corresponding sources.

Since some of these samples are quite small and the Brazilian ones represent 59% of observations, we

aggregated the data into six partially overlapping (sub)samples:

1. The full sample includes all observations (N0 = 663);

*Alternatively, if turnout is sufficiently low, a second round may be held even if one candidate gets more than 50% of the vote.

We removed the handful of elections in which this happened from the sample.



2. The presidential sample only includes presidential elections (Nynofr = 182);

3. The gubernatorial sample includes gubernatorial elections (N,ynofr = 140);

4. The mayoral sample includes local elections in Brazil and Mexico (Npunoff = 341);

5. The subnational (Brazil) sample includes all non-presidential elections in Brazil (Nyynof = 391);

6. The subnational (non-Brazil) sample includes all other non-presidential elections (Nyynofr = 90).

Thus, we can both check whether presidential and gubernatorial elections are different, or whether the
results are driven by mayoral elections in Brazil and Mexico and/or subnational elections in Brazil. To code
candidates’ ideological positions, we used the scores provided by Herrmann and Déring (forthcoming),
who code parties’ ideological positions along the Left-Right dimension by aggregating information from
their Wikipedia tags. This measure maximizes coverage —we have data for the first and second-placed
candidate for over 80% of second rounds (see Figure A3a), but treats parties’ ideologies as time-invariant.
As a robustness check, we measure candidates’ ideologies with the v-party v.r dataset, which is based on
country expert ratings that vary by (legislative) election (Lithrmann et al. 2020). At 0.86, both measures
are highly correlated along the Left-Right dimension (see Figure A 4a), but the latter is only available for
50-70% of observations (see Figure Asb). For subnational elections, we implicitly assume that national

party ideology scores hold.

Variables. We aggregated the data at both the election and the candidate-election levels. For the former,
we recorded election dates, whether a second round was needed, and whether there was a reversion. At the
candidate level, we collected data on party 1D, partisan and individual incumbency status, previous elected
experience (for Brazil only), the number and percentage of (valid) votes obtained in each round, first-
round rank, ideology score(s) from both Wikipedia and v-party, withdrawal from the race, and whether
the candidate in question was declared the election winner. We then restricted the sample to the top-two
placed candidates (in the first round), in elections that required a second round. We kept those elections
in which a second round should have been held but was not because one of the top-two vote-getters

withdrew from the race, as such withdrawals are strategic: they reflect candidates’ expectations about



the second round outcome.’ Tables A1 and A2 report the descriptive statistics measured at the election
and the candidate levels, respectively.

We consider two outcomes: winner, a dummy that takes the value of 100 if a candidate won the elec-
tion, and o otherwise;® and vote share,, the candidates’ vote % in the second round.” For subnational
elections in Brazil, we code governors and mayors as experienced if they were the sitting incumbent or
had occupied an elected position as president, senator or governor in the past; mayoral candidates are

also coded as experienced if they had served as federal deputies or mayors.8

Identification. We seck to determine whether a candidate enjoys an electoral advantage in the second
round solely by having finished first in the initial round. This is problematic insofar as first-placed can-
didates are probably more popular and better funded than runner-ups. These differences, rather than
finishing first in the initial round, may explain their subsequent victory. We thus employ a regression dis-
continuity (RD) design, comparing candidates who finished first or second by a small margin. This can
only identify “local” effects, which strictly speaking means the effect at the point of the discontinuity, i.c.
when the margin of victory between the first and second-placed candidates is exactly zero. This is not an
issue in our context, as candidates who win the first round comfortably are probably more charismatic,

popular, or better funded, and thus their second-round victory is in a sense “overdetermined.” The more

SFor the same reason, whenever a withdrawal resulted in a lower-ranked candidate participating in the second round, we still
kept the top-two placed candidates in the sample.

®We use a 0/100 dummy so that effect sizes can be interpreted as percentage point changes.

7We excluded elections with withdrawals from the vote share analysis. The exceptions are Benin 2001, Costa Rica 2014, Sao
Tome and Principe 2016 and the Brazilian municipality of Niteroi in 2004, in which a runoff was actually held, e.g. between
the candidate who did not withdraw and the third- (or fourth-) placed candidate in the first round. In these cases, we only
included the candidate who did not withdraw in the sample.

$These decisions reflect the relative frequency of these offices, and thus their visibility to voters. Brazil has over 5,500 munici-
palities in 27 states; thus, former mayors running for governor may not be particularly well known. Similarly, each state has
just 3 senators but between 8 and 70 federal deputies, meaning that the typical deputy is not very well known across the state

—but may be in the municipality in which (s)he is running (Ames 2001).



empirically interesting —and normatively problematic— question is whether candidates who are not sub-
stantially better and/or more popular enjoy an advantage simply by virtue of finishing first in the first

round. Specifically, we estimate the following equation:

Yie = a+ T Fe+ - firstround margin, _ + 7y - Fj - first round margin, _ + €., (1)

)

where Y; . is the outcome for candidate ¢ in election e, F; . takes the value of 1 if candidate ¢ finished first
in the first round of election e and o otherwise, and fzrst round margin is the percentage point distance
between candidate 7 and candidate —i. Following Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014), we estimate
the effect of interest non-parametrically, fitting a separate regression at each side of the cutoff point of
zero. We use a triangular kernel that weights observations close to the cutoft more heavily. The estimated
effect, Typ, is the difference between the predicted values of the regression approaching the cutoff from
the right and from the left. For a given outcome variable and polynomial order, we choose the bandwidth
that minimizes the (asymptotic) mean squared error of the estimates. Since we include exactly two obser-
vations for every election and their outcome and first round margin values are polar opposites, we cluster

the standard errors at the election level.

Results

Overall effects. We begin by showing the raw data. The mimicking-variance quantile-spaced RD plots in
Figure 2 show how a candidate’s margin of victory in the first round relates to her probability of winning
the election. The 7 values show the difference, at the exact point of the discontinuity, between two third-
order polynomials estimated separately at each side of the threshold, using all the data and weighting all
observations equally. There is a sharp discontinuity in the probability of victory when fzrst round margin
equals zero. However, the positive 8.5 pp. result for the full sample in the top left plot represents a mixture
of negative and positive effects across different samples: presidential and gubernatorial candidates who

win a plurality in the first round are 13 to 18 pp. /Jess likely to win the race than the runner-up, but for
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Figure 2: Mimicking variance RD plots with quantile-spaced bins (Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik 2015) showing
the effect of fzr:st round margin on the probability of winning the election. Red lines show third-order polynomials
estimated separately at each side of the cutoff, using a uniform kernel.

mayoral candidates in Brazil and Mexico the effect is positive and much larger —around 30 pp. When

gubernatorial and mayoral elections are taken together, the effect is positive but smaller both in Brazil

and elsewhere, probably reflecting the contribution of mayoral elections. Figure A in the Appendix

I0




Table 2: RD estimates of first-round advantage on second-round outcomes

power against

(a) DV: winner (o/100) estim. 95% CI pval. bwd. N~|NT sDc SDo BE |Teol
full sample wio  [2.65:27.87]  om 1057 396[396 4831 1L0OO 0.99 0.52
presidential -12.60 [-47.70:22.62] 0.48 194 16|u6 49.61 0.97 0.50 0.I7
gubernatorial 12.93  [-4536:14.67] 032 9.84  84[84 4938 10O 0.63 0.22
mayoral 39.88  [21.78:65.40] ©0.00 8.90 182|182 4771 LoO 0.86 10O
subnational (Brazil) 20.96 [2.07:44.04] o0.03 100 233|233 47.44 100 0.88 0.79
subnational (— Brazil) 17.76 [-25.60:67.29] 038 9.44 57|57 49.1 0.83 03I 0.I9

(b) DVv: vote sharego (0:100)

full sample 1.62 [-0.31:4.11] 0.09 918  357[358 7.48 100 L0OO 0.53
presidential 0.11 [-5.57:5.68] ©0.98 107 108|109 915 0.99 0.62 0.0
gubernatorial -1.70  [-6.23:3.07] ost  7.98 74|74 7.27 0.99 0.58 0.7
mayoral 4.73 [2.29:8.32] 0.00 7.68 160|160 6.45 1.00 0.84 0.99
subnational (Brazil) 2.16 [-0.24:5.53] o0.07 8.48 194|194 6.95 10O 0.92 0.5
subnational (— Brazil)  3.58 [-0.98:9.76] om  6.90  solso 634 09I 0.37 0.4

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust c1s and p-values based on the MsE-optimal bandwidth

proposed by Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). Observations are clustered by election.
shows similar effects on candidates’ vote percentages in the second round, though the magnitudes are
predictably smaller. That said, when two candidates are otherwise equivalent (on average), even a small
increase in vote share can make a reasonable difference on the probability of winning.” Finally, in Table A3
we report the difference of means between the treatment and control groups around the 2 pp. and s pp.
bandwidths. While these cannot be interpreted as causal estimates because the value of the outcome is
increasing on fzrst round margin, these numbers are generally consistent with Figures 2 and A1r; the main
difference is that the negative impact on presidential and gubernatorial elections is not always apparent.

Going to the actual RD estimates, Table 2 tells essentially the same story: at the point of the discon-

tinuity, candidates who finish first in the first round experience a 11 pp. increase in their probability of

winning the election overall, though this estimate falls just short of the o.1 significance level. This is twice

? Nonetheless, it is theoretically possible to observe a positive coefficient on the probability of winning the election and a
negative one on the second round vote share (or vice versa). This can happen if first-round winners who win the second
round do so by small margins, while runner-ups who triumph do so by large margins: the former will win many elections by
a small difference, while the latter will win fewer ones, but will receive more votes on average. This can explain why in the

presidential election and the subnational Brazilian sample the signs get switched between Figures 2 and A1

II



as large as the effects reported (for legislative elections) by Granzier, Pons and Tricaud (2019): 5.8 pp. in
France and 7.6 pp. elsewhere. As in Figure 2, however, the positive full sample effect is mainly driven
by municipal elections in Brazil and Mexico. In presidential and gubernatorial contests, the estimates
are negative and large (—13 pp.), but with wide confidence intervals. But in mayoral elections the ef-
fect is a massive 39.9 pp. increase, which probably explains the 21 pp. effect in subnational elections in
Brazil as a whole —both of which are significant at the 0.0 level. Finally, in subnational elections outside
Brazil, the 17.8 pp. effect is insignificant at conventional levels —unsurprisingly given the small sample
size. These findings are consistent with Figure 2 as well as with the fact that second-round reversions are
more common in presidential and gubernatorial elections (31.9% and 29.3%, respectively) than in mayoral
or subnational elections in Brazil (25.3% and 26.3%, respectively; see Table 1).

The second-round vote percentages reported in Table 2b tell a consistent story: the 1.6 pp. increase
for the full sample is again driven by mayoral contests, where there is a larger and significant 4.7 pp. in-
crease for the first-placed candidate. Subnational elections in Brazil and elsewhere show a positive (2.2
and 3.6 pp.) advantage, though only the former is statistically significant at the o.10 level. In presiden-
tial elections the effect is positive but very close to zero (see fn. 9), while in gubernatorial elections it is
again negative, though in both cases the estimates are far from significant. Comparing these estimates
to Granzier, Pons and Tricaud’s (2019) is trickier because French candidates often retire from the second
round, and thus their vote shares cannot be observed. Nonetheless, their bounded analysis shows that,
conditional on staying in the race, finishing first increases a candidate’s vote share by between 1.3 and
4.0 pp.

To what extent does the lack of statistical power explain the insignificance of these estimates? While
this represents an issue in some samples, a couple of observations are in order. First, in all samples we have
at least 80% power —and usually 100%- to detect an effect as large as a standard deviation of the outcome
in the control group —arguably a large effect. Second, when we find statistically significant effects —in
the mayoral and subnational Brazilian samples— it is typically because the estimates themselves are large.

The full sample is the largest, yet its estimates are only significant at the o.11 level because the estimated

12



effect is smaller in absolute value, comprising a mixture of positive effect in some subsamples and negative
estimates in others. Finally, Table A6 reports local randomization estimates for the subset of observations
whose covariates are balanced around the threshold. The effect for both the mayoral and Brazilian samples
are similar to those reported in Table 2, though substantially larger in magnitude, and always statistically
significant. The estimates for the full sample and the gubernatorial sample get reversed in sign, though
both are far from being statistically significant. We do not report estimates for the presidential and non-
Brazilian samples because there were less than 10 observations at each side of the threshold.

These results are robust to a wide variety of specifications (see Appendix A4). Figure A16 shows that
the results remain quite similar across a range of alternative bandwidths. Excluding elections with miss-
ing data on ideology produces somewhat stronger effects if we employ the Wikipedia scores calculated
by Herrmann and Déring (forthcoming) —for which we have more observations— than if we use v-party
—substantially reducing sample sizes. However, the results are roughly similar (see Table A7). Including
two observations per election guarantees that all election-level covariates —such as district characteristics,
election year dynamics, runoft thresholds, first-round vote shares for all candidates, and the timing be-
tween the first and second rounds- are implicitly controlled for.” Nonetheless, candidates’ characteristics
may differ. Table A8 shows that controlling for their ideology and incumbency status does not change the
results, though. Nor does employing a CER-optimal rather than a MSERD-optimal bandwidth (Table Ao;
see de Magalhies et al. 2020), or using a quadratic rather than a linear polynomial (Table A1o).

A potentially bigger concern is that candidates’ outcomes are not independent: if one wins, the other
must lose, and vice versa. Similarly, their combined second-round vote percentages must add up to 100.
To avoid this, RD studies typically report results for a reference party whose identity is determined be-
forehand. Since we lack a reference party common to all elections, for each election in our sample, we
randomly coded either the first-round winner or the runner-up as the reference party and estimated the
corresponding RD effect. We repeated this process soo times. Figure Ary shows that the resulting esti-

mates and 95% confidence intervals differ little from those reported in Table 2.

"°For the same reason, the density of our running variable is balanced at the discontinuity by construction.
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Figure 3: Mimicking variance RD plots with quantile-spaced bins (Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik 2015) showing
the effect of first round margin on the probability of winning the election. Polarized (respectively, close) elections
are those in which the absolute ideological distance along the Wikipedia Left-Right dimension between the top-
two vote getters in the first round was larger (smaller) than the median for each sample.
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Effect heterogeneity. What explains this first-placement advantage? We build on the intuition that
candidates’ placements in the first round constitute just one piece of information voters consider when
deciding whom to support in the runoft. As a decision rule, opting for the first-placed candidate is sim-
ple and does not require exerting much effort. But these advantages can be overturned if the stakes are
sufficiently high to outweigh the costs of collecting more information (or paying the cost of turning out
to vote; see Munoz and Meguid 2021), or if such information is cheaply available anyway.

Such conditions are more likely to be present in three instances. First, some elections attract more
attention and media coverage than others. When candidates’ political and personal stances are discussed
in the media over the course of weeks, voters should much more likely to down-weight candidates’ place-
ments in the first round and emphasize features like ideology, personal history, or policy stances. This may
explain why presidential elections —which attract the most attention—, as well as gubernatorial contests,
are different from mayoral races —about which voters tend to be the least informed.

Voters may also be more informed when they already know the candidates in question, e.g. if one
of them is the incumbent or has previous experience in other positions. In this regard, it is telling that
our sample contains mostly open seat races: either the incumbent is term limited, or reelection-seeking
incumbents are more likely to win outright in the first round. In any case, Table A1 shows that restricting
the sample to open seat races produces almost the same results as Table 2. For the Brazilian samples, we
have further data on candidates’ previous experience as presidents, senators, governors or (for mayoral
candidates only) federal deputies or mayors. Table A2 shows that the effects of interest are much stronger
than in Table 2 when neither candidate is experienced or both are —i.c., neither enjoys an “experience
(dis)advantage” over the other. When a single candidate is experienced, in contrast, the estimated effect is
generally negative, and not necessarily in a way that benefits the most experienced candidate. Rather,
it appears that when the most experienced candidate gets a plurality in the first round, (s)he is more
disadvantaged than if (s)he ends in the second place. This suggests that voters penalize candidates they

already know (and do not like), though the sample sizes are too small to draw any strong conclusions.
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Alternatively, voters may pay more attention when there are obvious political differences between
candidates. When an election is ideologically polarized, prioritizing candidates’ rankings above all else can
be costly. Importantly, this may happen even with no deliberateness on the part of voters: the fact that
an election is a “high stakes” may be entirely communicated to them by political elites (Cox 1997). This
mechanism should operate through voters who did not vote for the top two candidates in the first round.
These voters should have few incentives to pay attention in an election between candidates who initially
were not their first choice. In a non-polarized runoff with hard-to-difference candidates, they would find
a valuable source of information in the first-round ranking. But in a polarized second round, candidates’
ideologies should receive more weight, sending first-round rankings to the background. For example,
in the 2014 presidential election in Colombia, the conservative Oscar Ivan Zuluaga led the incumbent
Juan Manuel Santos by 31.1% to 277.4% of the first-round vote. For the second round, Zuluaga received
the endorsement of the right-winger Marta Lucia Ramirez, who had finished third, while Santos got the
support of Clara Lépez Obregdn and Enrique Pefialosa, who had placed fourth and fifth respectively and
were located on the left of the ideological spectrum (Pachén 2014). In the second round, Santos reversed
the first-round outcome and defeated Zuluaga with a vote share the sum of his, Lépez Obregén’s and
Penalosa’s in the first round, while Zuluaga’s vote was the sum of his and Ramirez’s.

To evaluate this possibility more systematically, we split our samples in two, depending on the ideo-
logical distance between the top-two placed candidates (as measured by their Wikipedia scores) in the first
round. Specifically, we coded an election as “polarized” if the absolute value of the Left-Right ideological
distance between the first- and second-placed candidate was larger than the sample median;" otherwise,
the election is (ideologically) “close.” Figure 3 shows the corresponding RD plots with winner as the de-
pendent variable. For the full sample, the effect of finishing first is much larger in close (23 pp.) than
in polarized elections (14 pp.). The difference is much starker in the mayoral and the Brazilian samples,
where an effect of 14/10 percentage points in polarized elections translates into a massive 58/41 pp. ad-

vantage if the top two candidates are ideologically similar. The results for presidential and subnational

"We calculated the median ideological distance separately for each sample.
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elections outside Brazil go counter to expectations, but given the small sample sizes involved, it remains
to be seen whether such effect sizes are statistically significant. Figure A1z shows a similar —but less stark—
story for second round vote shares: despite the effects going from 2.8 pp to 1 pp in the entire sample, we
see a large effect in mayoral elections (0.0 to 6.8 pp.) as well as in subnational elections in Brazil (1.0 pp
to 2.8 pp) and outside (2.4 pp to 10.4 pp.). Figures Ao and A13 show that measuring polarization with
v-party data produces results consistent with these.

We report the RD estimates in Table 3. Despite the much smaller sample sizes —we first lose up to
20-30% of observations to missing values (Figure Aza), and then we split the samples in two—, we observe
a large difference in point estimates between polarized and close elections in the full sample: from 19 to
26 pp., the second of which is statistically significant at the o.o1 level. Again, the effect is driven by the
mayoral and subnational Brazilian samples, where an insignificant effect in polarized elections becomes
a massive 61/50 pp. increase in contests featuring two ideologically close contenders. Of course, we have
much less power than before, but the size of the effects is so large that all these estimates are significant at
the o.o1 level. The fact that such effects are found in a setting in which parties are generally considered
weak and non-ideological is remarkable, though survey data from presidential elections confirms that
(some) Brazilian voters do understand the logic of strategic voting (Plutowski, Weitz-Shapiro and Winters
2021). Again, presidential and gubernatorial elections run contrary to expectations, but in neither case is
the effect statistically significant.

Table 3b shows consistent results for vote percentages in the second round, though the estimates for
the full sample get reversed. Again, these results are consistent with other pieces of evidence. Figure A9
shows that reversions tend to cluster around elections that are far from the 45-degree line, meaning that
the first- and second-placed candidates are far apart ideologically. Tables A13 through Ars show that mea-

suring ideological distance using v-party results in similar, though quite underpowered, estimates.
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Table 3: Heterogeneous effects: Left-Right ideological distance (Wikipedia)

power against

(a) DV: winner (o/100) id. distance estim. 95% CI pval. bwd. N7|NT sDc SDo BE |Teol
full sample polarized 18.99 [-6.01:49.94] o012 9.82 155|155 48.19 100 0.67 0.47
close 26.05  [7.42:49.03] o001 9.49 141|141 4731 Loo 0.88 0.93
presidential polarized 371 [-59.67:50.56]  0.87 1030 40|40 4830 0.68 0.23 0.05
close -Ls7  [-62.43:47.91] 0.80 1LI18 37]37 50.52 0.72 0.25  0.09
gubernatorial polarized 714  [-6534:65.21] 100 6.63 26|26 49.61 0.56 018 0.06
close 4.95 [-62.28:80.13] 0.81 829 22|22 49.24 0.48 0.6  0.05
mayoral polarized 18.93 [13.02:56.75]  0.22 1039 93|93 48.11 0.97 0.48 0.32
close 60.87 [34.73:98.26] o0.00 859 80|80 4555 0.98 051 10O
subnational (Brazil) polarized 10.81  [18.85:40.42] 0.48 10.74 102|102 4832 0.99 0.62 o.17
close 50.26  [28.50:82.09] o©0.00 8.1 87|87 46.04 1.00 0.66 1.00
subnational (— Brazil) polarized ~ 54.68 [-38.69:168.28] 0.2 8.1 19|19 49.56 0.26 0.0  0.31
close 30.82 [-72.66:130.66] 0.58 6.46 1515 4577 0.24 0.0 0.3

(b) DVv: vote sharegs (0:100)

full sample polarized 4.09 [1.93:7.07] 0.00 7.00 125|125 726 1L0OO 0.97 0.99
close .60 [1.34:5.41] 024 9.02 138|138 655 100 0.77 0.26
presidential polarized 0.32 [3.68:2.92] 0.82  6.91 31)31 8.69 100 0.95 0.06
close -1.43 [-8.85:7.33] 085 1077 3737 8.50 0.83 031 0.08
gubernatorial polarized 3.98 [-2.15:9.69] 021 631 26|26 6.04 0.81 029 0.46
close -3.25 [-9.52:5.52] 0.60 8.71 22|22 6.40 0.66 0.22 0.22
mayoral polarized 1.61 [-2.54:6.96] 036 828 77|77 7.05 0.98 0.54 0.6
close 8.40 [4.61:1430] ©0.00 7.0 72|72 559 0.89 036 1LoO
subnational (Brazil) polarized 3.26 [0.18:7.67] 0.04 723 76|76 721 100 0.76 0.67
close 3.66 [0.06:8.78] 0.05 8.69 90|90 6.46 0.98 0.54 0.64
subnational (— Brazil) polarized 0.67 [11.96:11.83] 0.99 7.37 1818 5.88 028 oar  0.05
close 11.35 [2.49:23.00] o0.01 5.76 14|14 4.81 025 o000 0.87

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust cis and p-values based on the MsE-optimal bandwidth proposed by
Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). The running variable is fzrst round margin. Samples are restricted to elections
requiring a runoff. Polarized (respectively, close) elections are those in which the absolute ideological distance along the
Wikipedia Left-Right dimension between the top-two vote getters in the first round was larger (smaller) than the median
for each sample. Observations are clustered by election. The estimates are calculated by fitting a separate local linear re-
gression at both sides of the threshold, using a triangular kernel. Reported number of observations indicate the effective
sample size.
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Conclusion

We examined whether executive candidates who finish first in the first round are more likely to win the
election overall. Our findings suggest a bandwagon effect in subnational races: going to a second round as
the first-round winner increases the probability of emerging victorious by 40 and 21 pp. in mayoral elec-
tions in Brazil and Mexico, and subnational elections in Brazil, respectively. The results for vote shares
go in a similar direction. In contrast, in presidential and gubernatorial elections, the effect of capturing
the pole position in the first round is negative, though far from statistically significant. These results are
consistent with those of Granzier, Pons and Tricaud (2019), and extend our knowledge of the effect of
rankings on voters outside of legislative elections (mostly) in Europe to executive contests in Latin Amer-
ica. Additionally, our results are compelling in light of previous research on the null personal incumbency
advantage enjoyed by Brazilian mayors (de Magalhies 2015): since first-placed candidates are advantaged
between rounds, our findings imply that this lack of advantage four years later is probably the result of
incumbents’ actions while in office.

However, in contexts where voters can easily differentiate candidates —as in presidential elections,
where they have abundant information— or polarized races —where they have an incentive to distinguish
between candidates’ policy stances— such bandwagoning logic weakens considerably. The fact that our
sample comprises mostly open races, and results for Brazil are stronger when neither candidate is more
experienced than the other reinforce this interpretation. Thus, our results are consistent with the claim
that voters’ attention to politics is limited and based on cues (Downs 1997), though it can be increased in
specific circumstances, e.g.. as elections near (Le Pennec and Pons forthcoming; Marshall 2022), or when
the stakes are high (Mufoz and Meguid 2021). Part of this effect is also mediated by elites’ strategic behav-
ior (Cox 1997), be it in the form of strategic withdrawals (Granzier, Pons and Tricaud 2019), increasing
media coverage (Boas and Hidalgo 2011) or donors’ strategic decisions, though Gulzar, Robinson and

Ruiz (2022) and Granzier, Pons and Tricaud (2019) report conflicting findings in this regard.
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Lastly, this study has implications regarding electoral system design and implementation. If voters
take advantage of the period between rounds to gather information and make more informed choices
only in high-information environments (e.g., national elections), runoft systems would be a suboptimal
design where information is scarcer (i.e., in local contexts). This is especially relevant insofar as runoft
elections are more expensive in terms of logistics, mobilization, and campaign contributions (Bouton
etal. 2022), and may hinder governability by creating a more fragmented legislature (Pérez-Linan 2006,
though Fujiwara 2011 reports conflicting results in this regard). Yet these considerations must be weighted
against the assurance that runoft elections offer against extremist candidates (Bordignon, Nannicini and

Tabellini 2016), though other authors claim that these are quite modest (Bouton et al. 2022).
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Online Appendix

“Does the Early Bird always Get the Worm?”

(for online publication only)

(1) Section Au lists our data sources.

(2) Section A2 presents the descriptive statistics and some additional plots.
(3) Section A3 presents the balance checks and placebo tests.

(4) Section A4 reports additional results and robustness checks.



A1 Data Sources

Presidential elections

* We assembled a list of presidential elections between 1945 and 2020 from the following sources:
Bormann and Golder (2013), NELDA (Hyde and Marinov 2012) and v-pem v.1r.1 (Coppedge et al.
2021). Following Hyde and Marinov (2012, we restricted the sample to elections that are minimally
competitive, meaning that (a) opposition was allowed; (b) there was more than a single legal party;
and (c) there was a choice of candidates in the ballot.

* To identify elections employing a runoft, a couple of research assistants employed the Nohlen
handbooks, Bormann and Golder (2013), the Comparative Constitutions Project v2.o (Elkins,
Ginsburg and Melton 2014) and other country-specific sources.

* Election results come from the Nohlen handbooks, Wikipedia, and the African Elections Database

(https://africanelections.tripod.com/).

Argentina
* Direccion Nacional Electoral (DINE: https://www.argentina.gob.ar/interior/dine).
* Wikipedia.
* Tow (N.d.).

Bolivia

. Organo Electoral Plurinacional (oEP: https://www.oep.org.bo/).

Chile
* Wikipedia: https://es.wikipedia.org/wiki/Elecciones_de_gobernadores_regionales_

de_Chile_de_2021, and subsequent links.

San Luis Potosi, Mexico


https://africanelections.tripod.com/
https://www.argentina.gob.ar/interior/dine
https://www.oep.org.bo/
https://es.wikipedia.org/wiki/Elecciones_de_gobernadores_regionales_de_Chile_de_2021
https://es.wikipedia.org/wiki/Elecciones_de_gobernadores_regionales_de_Chile_de_2021

* Vazquez Salguero (2013) for a description of electoral rules.

e Consejo Estatal Electoral y de Participacion Ciudadana de San Luis Potosi (CEEPAC: http://www.

ceepacslp.org.mx/ceepac/) for election outcomes.

Ideology scores

* Wikipedia scores: Herrmann and Déring (forthcoming). These are calculated using an ideal point
model on the basis of parties’ tags in their Wikipedia pages. The resulting scores map naturally
along the Left-Right dimension. By construction, each party’s score is constant over time. For

subnational elections, we implicitly assumed parties’ national ideology scores hold.

e v-rarty v.1 dataset: Lihrmann et al. (2020). This data is only available for legislative elections, so
we used the coding from the previous congressional race when executive and legislative elections
were not concurrent. For subnational elections, we implicitly assumed parties’ national ideology

scores hold.

* Left-Right score. v2pariglef variable from v-prarty. Country experts were asked to classify parties
across a seven-point scale ranging from Far-Left to Far-Right, and then a Bayesian IRT measure-
ment model was used to calculate parties’ latent ideology scores. This variable has a mean of 0 and

a standard deviation of 1 (in v-Party’s entire sample; our subsamples may differ).

* (Il)Liberalism score. This captures the extent to which a party employs anti-elite rhetoric, ex-
alts “the people,” embraces pluralism and rejects political violence. Measured with a factor score
of five variables included in v-party: v2paanteli, v2papeople, v2paopresp, v2paplur and

v2paviol.

* Post-Materialism score. Indicates whether a party advocates secularism and support for women’s
rights, immigrants and minorities. Measured with a factor score of v2paminor, v2paimmig,

v2palgbt, v2pareligand v2pawomlab.

* Figure A4 shows the correlation between these four scores: both Left-Right measures are highly
correlated with each other, and the Left-Right dimension is negatively correlated with the other

two.


http://www.ceepacslp.org.mx/ceepac/
http://www.ceepacslp.org.mx/ceepac/

A2 Descriptive statistics

Descriptive statistics. Tables Arand A2 show the descriptive statistics for the main variables of interest,
disaggregated by sample. The former reports variables measured at the election level, while the latter

shows the values corresponding to the first- and second-placed candidates in the first round.

Descriptive by subsample (1): Votes. For the subset of elections requiring a second round, Figure Ar
shows the distribution of first-round vote shares for the first three placed candidates (left) and the first vs.
second and second vs. third margins (right). Figure A2 plots the relationship between the vote share(s)

of the first- and second-placed candidates in the first round.

Descriptive by subsample (11): Ideology. Figure A3 presents the proportion of elections with non-
missing data on the ideology scores of the first and second-placed candidate(s) in the first round. For both
the first- and second-placed candidates in the first round, Figure A4 presents the correlation between their
ideology scores. For the subset of elections in which a second round was needed, Figures As through A7
summarize the distribution of (i) our measures of ideological polarization —the absolute value of the dif-
ference between the ideology of the first- and second-placed candidate—; and (ii) the Wikipedia and v-
party ideology scores of the first-and second-placed candidates in the first round. Finally, Figures A8 and Ag
plot the relationship between the Left-Rightideology of the first- and second-placed candidates in the first

round.

Difference-in-means for 2 pp. and s pp. bandwidths. For each subsample, Table A3 presents (i)
the number of observations within a 2 (or s5) percentage point bandwidth; (ii) the average values of the
outcome variables for the first- and second-placed candidates in the first round; and (iii) the difference in

means between the two.

Additional rD plots. Figure Aro visualizes the heterogeneous effects using v-party Left-Right scores in-
stead of the Wikipedia ideology measure. Figures A1r through A13 present the mimicking variance evenly-

spaced RD plots showing the effect of first-round advantage on vote shareyo.



Table Ar: Descriptive statistics (1): Election-level characteristics

(a) Full sample (b) Presidential elections
N mean sD min  max N mean sD min max
margin (1vsz) (0:50) 663 9.81 7.43 0.03 39.06 182 9.96 752 022 3281
margin (2vs3) (0:25) 663 13.56 152 0.4 48.64 182 1.96 1018 014 46.58
margin (1vsz) (R2) (0:100) 656 14.40 13.80 0.0I 100.00 178 16.54 17.22 0.0l 100.00
reversion in second round (o/1) 663 0.8 0.45 0.00 1.00 182 032 0.47 0.00 1.00
number of candidates (#) 663 8.24 4.46 3.00 39.00 182 1m21 636 3.00 39.00
effective number of candidates 663 357 1Ol 2.04 10.43 182 3.97 L27 212  10.43
|ideol. distance (1vs2)| (Left-Right, Wikipedia) 521 0.95 o0.57 0.00 2.65 12s L6 0.65 0.00 2.65
|ideol. distance (1vsz)| (Left-Right, v-party) 453 183 LIO 0.00 5.14 123 190 LI3 0.00 5.14
|ideol. distance (1vsz)| ((I)Liberalism) 453 0.47 0.44 0.00 2.61 123 053 0.64 0.00 2.61
|ideol. distance (tvsz)| (Post-Materialism) 453 LII 0.70 0.00 4.45 123 096 0.79 0.00 4.45
incumbent first-placed (o/1) 663 o015 036 0.00 1.00 182 0.24 0.43 0.00 1.00
incumbent second-placed (o/1) 663 0.08 0.6 0.00 1.00 182 0.09 0.28 0.00 1.00
[first-placed is experienced (o/1) 391 0.20 0.40 0.00 1.00
second-placed is experienced (0/1) 391 0.3 0.34 0.00 .00
distance b/w first and second round (days) 656 27.43 1602 7.00 224.00 178 27.49 23.93 7.00 224.00
(¢) Gubernatorial elections (d) Mayoral elections
margin (1vsz) (0:50) 140 9.3 7.06 o1z 28.82 341 10.00 7.54 0.03 39.06
margin (2vs3) (0:25) 140 16.81 12.99 0.26 48.64 341 13.09 1132 O.I4  45.61
margin (1vsz) (R2) (0:100) 137 1441 13.61 0.09 87.56 341 127 160 016 70.86
reversion in second round (o/1) 140 0.29 0.46 0.00 .00 341 026 0.44 0.00 1.00
number of candidates (#) 140 6.65 314 3.00 28.00 341 730 256 3.00 16.00
effective number of candidates 140 318 0.73 2.04 5.71 341 351 0.87 2.1 9.25
|ideol. distance (1vsz)| (Left-Right, Wikipedia) 90  0.85 0.49 o0.07 210 306 0.90 0.4 0.00 2.60
|ideol. distance (1vsz)| (Left-Right, v-party) 93 179 0.98 0.07 3.92 237 181 LI3 0.00 5.00
|ideol. distance (1vsz)| ((I)Liberalism) 93 0.43 036 0.00 .80 237 0.46 0.32 0.00 .80
|ideol. distance (1vsz)| (Post-Materialism) 93 1Lo6 0.63 o0.04 2.61 237 L21 0.67 0.04 4.10
incumbent first-placed (o/1) 140 0.09 0.29 0.00 1.00 341 003 0.34 0.00 1.00
incumbent second-placed (o/1) 140 0.07 0.26 0.00 .00 341 0.07 0.26 0.00 .00
[first-placed is experienced (o/1) 91 0.2 0.33 0.00 LOO 300 0.22 0.42 0.00 .00
second-placed is experienced (0/1) 91 0.08 0.27 0.00 LOO 300 0.5 0.35 0.00 1.00
distance b/w first and second round (days) 17 2823 1677 7.00 196.00 341 27.08 9.48 14.00 43.00
(e) Subnational (Brazil) (f) Subnational (outside Brazil)
margin (1vsz) (0:50) 391 1002 7.52 0.0 39.06 90 8.1 6.68 o0.03 28.82
margin (2vs3) (0:25) 391 13.50 IL59 0.4 48.64 90 17.09 13.01 037  45.61
margin (1vsz) (R2) (0:100) 391 13.39 146 0.09 70.86 87 14.52 15106 0.24 87.56
reversion in second round (o/1) 391 0.26 0.44 0.00 1.00 90 0.29 0.46 0.00 1.00
number of candidates (#) 391 730 2.48 3.00 16.00 90 6.29 13.62 300 28.00
effective number of candidates 391  3.47 0.85 2.04 9.25 90 3.20 0.79 211 5.71
|ideol. distance (1vsz)| (Left-Right, Wikipedia) 345 0.89 0.54 0.00 2.60 sT 086 0.46 032 L.74
|ideol. distance (1vsz)| (Left-Right, v-party) 283 184 113 0.00 5.00 47 163 076 0.59 3.92
|ideol. distance (tvsz)| (1)Liberalism) 283 0.40 032 0.00 .80 47 074 0.28 0.05 .08
|ideol. distance (1vsz)| (Post-Materialism) 283 119 0.70 0.04 4.10 47 L0z 038 0.5 2.40
incumbent first-placed (o/1) 391 0.4 0.34 0.00 1.00 90 0.04 0.2 0.00 1.00
incumbent second-placed (o/1) 391 0.08 0.27 0.00 .00 90 0.03 0.8 0.00 .00
first-placed is experienced (o/1) 391 0.20 0.40 0.00 1.00
second-placed is experienced (0/1) 391 0.3 034 0.00 .00
distance b/w first and second round (days) 391 25.40 ¢8.22 14.00  43.00 87 36.41 19.87 7.00 196.00

Only elections in which a second round was needed to determine the winner are included
variables are measured in the first round or have a common value for both rounds.

. Unless specifically noted, all



Table Az: Descriptive statistics (11): First- and Second-placed candidates

top placed (first round) runner-up (first round)
(a) Full sample N mean sSD min max N mean sD min  max
winner (0/100) 663 71.64 4501 0.00 100.00 663 28.21 45.03 0.00 100.00
vote share (0:50) 663 39.71 7.01 18.40 49.98 663 29.90 7.46 10.60 49.30
vote share (R2) (0:100) 656 $4.27  9.01 14.78 100.00 653 4576  8.91 0.00 85.22
ideology (Left-Right, Wikipedia) 577 -0a18 o074 -2.19 .82 566 -019 0.76 -2.27 1.86
ideology (Left-Right, v-party) s 0.23 138 -2.61 3.24 541 026 137 -3.36 3.24
ideology ((Il)Liberalism) 51 0.52  0.64 -2.35 1.28 541 0.7 0.63 -2.03 1.28
ideology (Post-Materialism) s 0.50  0.94 -2.I7 2.29 541  0.48 0.97 -2.17 2.55
(b) Presidential elections
winner (0/100) 182 67.58 46.94 0.00 100.00 182 31.87 46.73 0.00 100.00
vote share (0:50) 182 37.89 7.62 18.40 49.88 182 27.93 7.05 13.83 47.92
vote share (R2) (0:100) 178 54.74 10.97 30.82 100.00 176 4529 10.67 0.00 69.18
ideology (Left-Right, Wikipedia) 148 -0.05 0.82 -1.86 .82 142 o0.01 0.86 -2.27 1.86
ideology (Left-Right, v-party) 148 0.04 129 -2.27 3.24 145 0.27 128 -3.36 2.46
ideology ((Il)Liberalism) 148 oa  0.82 -2.35 L19 145 0.4 0.82 -2.03 1.26
ideology (Post-Materialism) 148 0.0 0.92 -2.17 2.29 145 ©0.03 0.84 -1.84 2.55
(c) Gubernatorial elections
winner (0/100) 140 70.71 45.67 0.00 100.00 140 29.29 45.67 0.00 100.00
vote share (0:50) 140 4177 634 2429 49.80 140 32.64 7.61 1556  49.30
vote share (R2) (0:100) By $3.62 9.24 1478 93.78 137 4638 9.24 6.22 85.22
ideology (Left-Right, Wikipedia) 103 -0.05 0.9 -1.28 132 104 -0.20 0.69 -L.28 132
ideology (Left-Right, v-party) 114 032 134 -2.61 3.24 IS 0.4 140 -2.6I 3.24
ideology ((Il)Liberalism) 14 o057 0.62 -L22 .28 ms  0.69 0.5 -L22 .28
ideology (Post-Materialism) 14 0S5l 078 217 2.29 s 0.65 0.94 -2.17 2.29
(d) Mayoral elections
winner (0/100) 341 7419 43.82 0.00 100.00 341  25.81 43.82 0.00 100.00
vote share (0:50) 341 39.83 6.70 18.81 49.98 341 29.83 7.28 10.60 47.78
vote share (R2) (0:100) 341 54.28 771 25.82  85.43 340 45.75 7.70 14.57 74.18
ideology (Left-Right, Wikipedia) 326 -0.27 073 -2.19 .67 320 -0.27 072 -2.19 132
ideology (Left-Right, v-party) 289  0.29 L43 -2.61 2.39 281 031 L4 -2.61 3.24
ideology ((Il)Liberalism) 289 0.70 0.43 -0.28 .28 281 074 0.41 -1.22 .28
ideology (Post-Materialism) 289 o071 0.95 -L81 2.29 281 0.65 0.98 217 2.29
(€) Subnational (Brazil)
winner (0/100) 391 73.66 4411 0.00 100.00 391 2634 4411 0.00 100.00
vote share (0:50) 391 40.21 6.68 1881 49.98 391 30.09 7.32 10.60 49.30
vote share (R2) (0:100) 391 5402 7.80 25.82  85.43 390 4591 7.79 14.57 74.18
ideology (Left-Right, Wikipedia) 368 -0.28 o0.70 -2.19 132 360 -032 0.70 -2.I9 132
ideology (Left-Right, v-party) 337 030 143 -2.61 3.24 329 0.7 140 -2.61 3.24
ideology ((Il)Liberalism) 337 079 035 -L22 128 329 0.81 038 -L22 1.28
ideology (Post-Materialism) 337 0.74 0.93 -2.07 229 329 0.77 0.95 -2.I7 2.29
(f) Subnational (outside Brazil)
winner (0/100) 90 7LI 45.58 0.00 100.00 90 28.89 45.58 0.00 100.00
vote share (0:50) 90 4L19 6.48 2429 49.80 90 33.08 773 15.56 47.75
vote share (R2) (0:100) 87 53.96 9.74 1478  93.78 87 46.04 9.74 6.22 85.22
ideology (Left-Right, Wikipedia) 61 016 o058 -138 1.67 64 o0 0.69 -138 0.95
ideology (Left-Right, v-party) 66 029 126 6219 2.21 67 o071 135 -2.19 2.64
ideology ((Il)Liberalism) 66 0.04 0.60 -1.09 LI 67 032 055 -LO9 LI
ideology (Post-Materialism) 66 018 0.66 -0.87 1.69 67 0.05 0.77 -1.00 1.69

Only elections in which a second round was needed to determine the winner are included. Unless specifically

noted, all variables are measured in the first round or have a common value for both rounds.



(a) Vote share: 1*!, 2" and 3" placed candidates (b) Margin: 1°* vs. 2" and 2" vs. 37¢
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Figure Ar: First-round vote shares of the first-, second- add third-placed candidates (left), as well as the first-second
and second-third margins (right), by subsample. Only elections in which a second round was needed are included.
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Figure A3: % of candidates with non-missing data on ideology, by source, subsample, first-round placement, and
whether a second round was needed. Panel (b) reports missingness for the Left-Right v-party measure, but miss-
ingness patterns for illiberalism or post-materialism only differ for a handful of observations.
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(a) Left-Right (b) (IDliberalism and Post-Materialism
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Figure As: Ideological polarization between the first- and second-placed candidates, by subsample. Only elections
in which a second round was needed are included.
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(a) Ideology: Wikipedia (Left-Right) (b) Ideology: v-party (Left-Right)
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(a) Ideology: v-party ((II)Liberalism)) (b) Ideology: v-party (Post-Materialism)
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Table A3: Differences in means between treatment and control groups, 2 and 5 pp. bandwidths

DpV: winner (0/100) DV: vote shareyo (0:100)
(a) 2 pp. bandwidth N—|Nt g- gt diff. TRV diff.
full sample 96|96 39.58 60.42 20.83  48.97 5103 2.05
presidential elections 25|25 52.00 48.00 -4.00 49.95 50.05 0.10
gubernatorial elections 22|22 45.45 5455  9.09 50.35  49.65 -0.70
mayoral elections 49|49 30.61 69.39 38.78 47.86  52.14 4.28
subnational (Brazil) 5757 38.60 6140 22.81  49.05 50.95 L.9I
subnational (outside Brazil) 14|14 21.43 78.57 $7.14  46.94 53.06 6.11
(b) s pp. bandwidth
full sample 222)222 4144 $8.56 1702 48.74 5126 2.52
presidential elections 6o|6o SL.67 4833 333  49.09 50.91 .81
gubernatorial elections 52[52 4615  $3.85 7.69 4934 50.66 1.33
mayoral elections 10|10 33.64 66.36 32.73 48.27 5173 3.45
subnational (Brazil) 2|2 36.07 63.93 27.87 48.56 5144 2.87

subnational (outside Brazil) 4040 4250 5750 15.00 4877 5123 2.46

Number of observations, mean outcome values of bare winners and losers, and differences
in means, for observations within (a) 2 percentage points; and (b) 5 percentage points of the

threshold, by subsample.
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ideologically polarized (Left-Right) ideologically close (Left-Right)
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Figure Aro: Mimicking variance RD plots with quantile-spaced bins (Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik 2015) show-
ing the effect of first round margin on the probability of winning the election. Polarized (respectively, close) elec-
tions are those in which the absolute ideological distance along the v-party Left-Right dimension between the top-
two vote getters in the first round was larger (smaller) than the median for each sample.
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Figure Am: Mimicking variance RD plots with quantile-spaced bins (Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik 2015) show-
ing the effect of fzrst round margin on the vote share in the second round. Red lines show third-order polynomials
estimated separately at each side of the cutoff, using a uniform kernel.
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A3z Balance checks

RD plots. Figures Ar4 and Ars show the eftect of fzrst round margin on a series of outcomes that should
not be affected by the treatment: candidates’ ideology scores, the presence of missing values for these

variables, and candidates’ incumbency status.

RD estimates. Tables A4 and As report the corresponding MSERD-optimal RD estimates.
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Table A4: RD estimates: Placebo outcomes (ideology scores)

power against

(a) DV: Left-Right (Wikipedia) (-2.3:1.9) estim.  os%ct  pval. bwd. N7[NT = spc spo BE |7y
full sample 020 [-057:0.05] oamr 635 234]235 0.77 1.00 0.93 0.43
presidential -037 [-0.92:0.03] 0.07 880 74|76 0.87 1.00 0.72 0.7
gubernatorial -0.09 [-0.70:0.41] o0.61 832 59|58 0.72 0.95 0.44 0.07
mayoral -0.00 [-0.45:0.40] ©0.90 9.5 176|180 0.72 1.00 0.64 0.05
subnational (Brazil) o.01 [-034:034] 0.99 1072 212|215 0.69 1.00 0.80 0.05
subnational (— Brazil) 0.05 [-0.64:0.74] 0.88 7.44 3938 0.65 0.74 0.6 0.05
(b) DV: Left-Right (v-party) (-3.4:3.5)

full sample -0.26 [-0.90:0.21] 0.22 831 285|280 L35 10O 0.92 0.2§
presidential -0.59 [-1.42:0.02] 0.06 9.21 82|81 126 100 0.68 0.62
gubernatorial -028 [158:0.76] 0.49 7.99 60|62 .44 0.93 0.40 0.I0
mayoral -0.01 [-0.89:0.87] 0.98 10.67 168|167 137 0.99 0.8 0.05
subnational (Brazil) 013 [-0.6r:0.83] 0.76 105 201|203 136 1Loo 0.75 0.08
subnational (— Brazil) -0.85 [2.49:0.65] o0.25 8.42 40|38 123 0.58 0.9 0.33
(c) pv: (1) Liberalism (v-rarty) (-2.5:1.3)

full sample onr  [-016:0.48] 033 5.66 208|204 0.61 1.00 0.75 0.I7
presidential 0.22 [-039:1.05] 037 5.63 59|54 0.74 0.81 0.30 0.4
gubernatorial 020 [-0.75:0.28] 037 931 66|66 0.6I 0.91 038 0.I9
mayoral 0.09 [-016:037] 0.43 858 148|144 0.45 LoO 0.66 o.I5
subnational (Brazil) 0.00 [-016:0.19] 0.84 815 165163 0.41 100 0.90 0.05
subnational (— Brazil) 0.03 [-0.67:0.76] o0.91 7.91 3938 0.57 0.59 0.20 0.05
(d) ov: Post-Materialism (v-party) (-2.2:2.6)

full sample 0.22  [-0.14:0.69] 0.20 6.99 249|246 0.96 1.00 0.89 0.32
presidential 0.74 [o.2nn52]  o.01  5.85 6olss 0.85 0.95 0.44 0.88
gubernatorial 0.06 [-0.53:0.75] o074 7.88 60|62 0.98 0.99 0.57 0.06
mayoral 0.04 [-0.58:0.68] 0.88 881 152|147 0.94 0.98 0.54 0.05
subnational (Brazil) -0.03 [-0.48:0.46] 0.97 10.72 196]198 0.90 100 0.76 0.05
subnational (— Brazil) 019 [-0.72:1.00] o0.75 7.68 3938 0.68 0.60 0.20 0.09

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust cIs and p-values based on the MsE-optimal bandwidth proposed

by Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). The running variable is fzrst round margin. Samples are restricted to

elections requiring a runoff. Observations are clustered by election. The estimates are calculated by fitting a separate
local linear regression at both sides of the threshold, using a triangular kernel. Reported number of observations

indicate the effective sample size.
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Table As: RD estimates: Placebo outcomes (missingness in ideology scores and incumbency status)

power against

(a) DV: Missing Wikipedia scores (o/1)  estim. 9s%ct  pval. bwd. NTINT  spo spo B2 [Tyl
full sample 0.00 [-0.10:0.2] 089 832  338/338 034 LOO 0.99 0.05
presidential 0.00 [-0.23:0.22] 0.96 8.70 94|94 0.41 LOO 0.71 0.05
gubernatorial 0.1 [-015:0.43] 034 9.1 81|81 0.42 0.98 o.51 0a8
mayoral -0.05 [-0.16:0.04] 0.26 1019 196|196 0.23 LOO 0.87 0.26
subnational (Brazil) -0.06 [-0.20:0.05] 0.23 9.64 214|214 0.27 1.00 0.86 0.30
subnational (— Brazil) 035 [0.04:0.80] o0.03 619 46|46 0.40 0.83 031 0.71
(b) DV: Missing v-party scores (0/1)

full sample 0.08 [-0.04:0.21] o0a7 9.40 367|367 0.37 L0OO 0.98 0.41
presidential 0.23 [0.04:0.49] o0.02 822 90|90 034 0.99 056 0.79
gubernatorial -0.09 [-0.37:016] 0.43 9.99 86|86 0.40 0.99 0.56 0.16
mayoral 0.09 [-0.07:0.27] 0.23 1092 203|203 0.37 100 0.85 0.33
subnational (Brazil) 0.05 [014:022] 0.63 9.7 27|y 035 1.00 0.77 O.I
subnational (— Brazil) o.01 [-033:038] o0.91 7.74 52/s52 0.44 0.93 0.40 0.05
(c) DV: Incumbent Party (o/1)

full sample 0.02 [-012:018] o070 9a2  358/358 0.43 1L0OO 0.97 0.07
presidential 0.05 [-0.27:039] o0.72 8.2 93/93 0.43 0.96 0.45 0.07
gubernatorial 0.08 [-0.23:0.46] os0 8.92 77|77 0.45 0.96 0.45 0.I0
mayoral -0.01  [-0.22:005] 070 9.82  193]193 0.41 100 0.85 0.06
subnational (Brazil) 0.04 [-013:0.23] 0.8 8.88 204|204 0.41 LoO 0.88 0.09
subnational (— Brazil) -0.06 [-0.54:0.44] 0.83 10.06 6ol|6o 0.48 0.78 0.28 0.06
(d) ov: Incumbent Candidate (o/1)

full sample 0.03 [-0.06:016] 036 6.64 277|277 031 LOO 0.97 0.3
presidential -0.07 [-03r0r7] 058 976 99|99 0.35 0.98 0.1 0.2
gubernatorial 0.06 [-0.15:0.32] 0.46 9.8 77177 0.29 0.93 0.40 O.II
mayoral 0.04 [-0.07:0.20] 036 7.44 156|156 0.27 1.00 0.79 0.2
subnational (Brazil) 0.08 [-0.05:027] 0a8 603 148|148 0.30 10O 0.75 0.27
subnational (— Brazil) 0.04 [-0.05:012] o0.41 s.70 43|43 0.2 10O 0.92 0.22

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust cIs and p-values based on the MsE-optimal bandwidth proposed
by Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). The running variable is fzrst round margin. Samples are restricted to
elections requiring a runoff. Observations are clustered by election. The estimates are calculated by fitting a separate

local linear regression at both sides of the threshold, using a triangular kernel. Reported number of observations

indicate the effective sample size.
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A4 Robustness checks

Local randomization estimates. Table A6 replicates the results from Table 2 but following a local
randomization approach (Cattaneo, Titiunik and Vazquez-Bare 2016) instead of a continuity-based ap-

proach.

Sensitivity to bandwidth choice. Figure A16 shows that the findings reported in Table 2 are not overly
sensitive to bandwidth choice. Except in the case of very small bandwidths —with the accompanying
reduction in the number of observations—, the estimates remain very similar if we double the bandwidth
reported in Table 2, cut it by half, employ the Imbens and Kalyanaraman (2012) bandwidth, or increase

the bandwidths to up to 34 pp.

Samples with non-missing data on ideology. The specifications in Table A7 remove all observations
with missing data on the left-right ideological positioning of the top two placed candidates. This shows
that neither the results with controls nor the heterogeneous effects are an artifact of restricting the sample

to observations with nonmissing values.

Adding controls. Table A8 replicates the results reported in Table 2, but including controls for the Left-
Right Wikipedia ideology, the partisan incumbency status and the individual incumbency status of the

top two placed candidates in the first round.

cER-optimal bandwidth. Table A9 replicates the results reported in Table 2 but employing CER-optimal

instead of MsE-optimal bandwidths, which may produce different results (de Magalhies et al. 2020).

Second-order polynomials. Table A1o the results reported in Table 2 but employing second-order poly-

nomials instead of a local linear regression.

One candidate per election. The fact that one and only one of the top-two placed candidates in the

first round must win raises the possibility that observations may not be independent. To show that this
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does not affect the results, in Figure A7 we compare the estimates reported in Table 2 with soo estimates
that result from randomly sampling a single candidate —either the first-placed or the runner-up- in every

election.

Heterogeneous effects (1): Visibility. Table A1 reports results for the subsample of open seat races,
ie when neither the first- nor the second-placed candidate in the first round was the incumbent. For the
Brazilian sample exclusively, Table A1z distinguish between elections in which (i) neither; (ii) neither or
both; (iii) the first-placed; or (iv) the second-placed candidate had previous elected experience, respec-
tively. For gubernatorial candidates, being experienced is defined as having served as president, senator or
governor at any moment in the past; experienced mayoral candidates are those that had served as either

president, senator, governor, federal deputy or mayor.

Heterogeneous effects (11): Ideology. Tables A13 through Ars replicate the results reported in Table 3
but measuring the candidates’ ideological distance using v-party Left-Right, (Il)Liberalism and Post-

Materialism dimensions, respectively.
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Table A6: RD estimates: Local randomization approach

diff. in means K-s* rank sum
(a) Dv: winner (o/100) estim. p-val.  estim. p-val.  estim. p-val. bwd. NT|NT
full sample -ILIL 0.59 0.1  0.59 0.70 0.59 0.65 27)27
presidential
gubernatorial 20.00 0.65 0.20 0.65 -0.76  0.65 11§ 10|10
mayoral 52.00 0.00 0.52  0.00 315  0.00 LIS 25|25
subnational (Brazil) 46.67 0.00 0.47 0.00 310 0.00 LI§ 30[30
subnational (— Brazil)
(b) DVv: vote sharego (0:100)
full sample -L54  0.33 0.15  0.94 0.63 0.4 0.65 27|27
presidential
gubernatorial 2.65 013 030 0.79 L2 0.25 LIS 10|10
mayoral 7.03  0.00 0.60 0.00 -3.46 0.00 LI§ 25|25
subnational (Brazil) 5.98  0.00 0.50  0.00 334 0.00 LI§ 30[30

subnational (— Brazil)

Sharp local randomization RD estimates, calculated following the procedure proposed by Cat-
taneo, Titiunik and Vazquez-Bare (2016). Only samples with at least 10 observations at each
side of the threshold are included. Exact p-values based on 10,000 permutations. The running
variable is f2rst round margin. The covariates used to determine balance are Left-Right ideology
as measured with Wikipedia tags (Herrmann and Déring forthcoming) as well as partisan and
individual incumbency status. Samples are restricted to elections requiring a runoff. Reported
number of observations indicate the effectzve sample size. (*) Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistic.

2.8



*z 9[qe], ur partodar yapmmpueq (fewndo-asw) oy st apimpueq [ewndo-Lo0 Y | "[ouiey Je[nduein & Juisn ‘ploysaIyy
Y JO SIPIS YI0q 1B UOISSaIZoI Jeaun] [ed0] 21eredas & Panly puE UONII[A A SUOMEAIISCO PAIAISTD 2M ‘SIS 23 21B[NO[Ed O] “youns e Surrmboar
SUOND[P 01 Pa1oLNsal axe so[dwres “uzdavu punod 1541/ st o[qerrea Juruun Ay 1 “SIO 956 ISNQOT PIM ‘SNBSS @Y ([euonuasuod) dreyg :9ry a3y

YE O}y iBNUBW —e— UBWElBURAIRY-SUSQUI| —e— (XZ X| 'Xg/L) [ewndo-10D —e—

G¢ 0¢€ G 02 G OL 6§ O G€ 0€ G O GL Ob 6 O G 0 G2 O0¢c Gl 0L G O G 0¢€ G O0¢c GL OL G O G¢ 0¢ G¢ 0O SL OL G O G¢ 0€ G2 0Cc S oL G O

m\_._____:_ __________..; +kﬁ__.h:_:: ‘ kh&k#k kf aMARE .”.m”
h ﬁ ::::::._ E: ::EE LA ARRARARR T 8
- INNRENARY L | :::::_: T S
- [RARRAALR: WIRRSIRRRRLM L I EEREY | ARILE

29



Table A7: RD estimates: Samples with nonmissing ideology scores

power against

estim. 95% CI1 pval. bwd. N~|NT sDc SDo BE |7
(a) DV: winner (o/100) Ideology: Wikipedia
full sample 23.87  [8.80:43.84] o0.00 9.00 285|285 47.92 100 0.97 0.97
presidential -4.99  [-43.44:36.94] 0.87 1m.88  82[82 4934 0.93 0.40 0.06
gubernatorial 8.01 [36.10:51.07] 074 9.2 52|52 48.62 0.87 034 0.08
mayoral 43.92  [24.42:7135] o0.00 829 157|157 47.44 100 0.80 1.00
subnational (Brazil) 31.89  [13.36:56.47] o0.00 8.95 183183 47.27 100 0.86 0.98
subnational (— Brazil) 4112 [-14.42:106.49] 0.14 7.90 35035 48.16 0.60 0.20 0.47
(b) DVv: vote sharegs (0:100)
full sample 3.01 [1.18:5.57] 0.00 7.7 243|243 6.83 1.00 0.99 0.97
presidential -0.03 [-4.71:4.15] 0.90 10.93 78|79 8.33 1LOO 0.74 0.05
gubernatorial 0.83 [-3.66:6.51] 058 8.7 515t 6.77 0.96 0.45 0.07
mayoral 5.53 [2.81:9.58] 0.00 687 136|136 634 1.00 0.74 0.99
subnational (Brazil) 4.06 [1.53:7.74] 0.00 6.88 148|148 657 1.00 0.83 0.95
subnational (— Brazil)  5.98 [-0.88:14.35] 0.08 6.79 33[33 538 0.50 016 0.59
(¢c) DVv: winner (o/100) Ideology: v-party
full sample 6.66  [11s1:22.47] 0.3 10.89 286|286 47.88 1.00 0.97 0.9
presidential -25.96  [-69.02:12.35] 007 10.99  82[82 50.07 0.93 0.40 0.42
gubernatorial 4.80 [-44.38:50.77] 0.90 9.23 5353 48.94 0.81 0.30 0.06
mayoral 26,72 [-0.43:51.98]  o0.05 127 147|147 45.65 1.00 0.68 0.81
subnational (Brazil) 15.61  [7.51:36.06] 0.20 10.86 171|171 46.62 100 0.84 0.1
subnational (— Brazil) 40.51  [-12.40:98.48] 0.3  9.83 31[31 47.52 0.66 0.22 0.53
(d) Dv: vote sharegs (0:100)
full sample L3I [-1.21:4.37] 027 9.83 262|262 6.96 100 0.93 0.25
presidential -1.68 [-8.17:4.14] 052 1023 75|75 8.80 0.98 o051 0.2
gubernatorial -1.16 [-6.58:5.82] 0.90 703 46|46 6.73 0.85 0.32 0.08
mayoral 4.32 [0.72:8.82] 0.02  9.13 128\128 5.68 0.97 0.49 0.84
subnational (Brazil) 1.85 [1.66:6.05] 026 9.60 156|156 6.45 1.00 0.64 0.26
subnational (— Brazil)  5.57 [-oari4.24] o0.05 6.85 27|27 4.82 0.46 0.5 058

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust c1s and p-values based on the MsE-optimal bandwidth
proposed by Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). The running variable is fzrst round margin. Sam-
ples are restricted to elections (a) requiring a runoff and with (b) nonmissing data on the Left-Right
ideology of the top two placed candidates, measured either using Wikipedia or v-party. Observations are
clustered by election. The estimates are calculated by fitting a separate local linear regression at both sides
of the threshold, using a triangular kernel. Reported number of observations indicate the effective sample

sizes.
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Table A8: RD estimates

: Including controls

power against

(2) DV: winner (o/100) estim. 9s%cr  pval. bwd. NTINT  spg spe 52 |7
full sample 2224 [7.65:41.92] o0.00 8.5 296|301 48.41 10O 0.97 0.95
presidential -5.91  [-42.89:33.13] 0.80 199 94|96 48.87 0.95 0.43 0.07
gubernatorial 1.64 [34.59:37.72] 0.93 852  6ols8 49.40 0.97 0.48 0.05
mayoral 4534 [25.80:73.82] ©0.00 7.41 147|150 47.54 100 0.78 10O
subnational (Brazil) 3135 [1.63:57.53]  0.00 836 179|184 4771 10O 0.83 0.97
subnational (— Brazil) 30.78 [12.23:86.34] o014 819 42|40 49.15 0.70 0.24 0.34
(b) DV: vote sharego (0:100)

full sample 2.99 [1.12:5.62] 0.00 6.91 251256 6.92 100 0.99 0.95
presidential 0.68  [-4.23:5.52] 079 w27 90|93 9.30 100 0.76 0.07
gubernatorial 0.64 [3.21572] o058 7.4 52|52 631 0.97 0.49 0.07
mayoral 5.08 [2.56:8.84] ©0.00 739 147|150 650 100 0.81 0.99
subnational (Brazil) 3.46 [1.10:6.95] 0.01 7.45 163167 6.67 100 0.88 0.90
subnational (— Brazil) 518  [-0.47:12.08] o0.07 624 3735 5.40 0.6I 0.20 0.57

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust cIs and p-values based on the MsE-optimal bandwidth
proposed by Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). The running variable is first round margin. Sam-
ples are restricted to elections (a) requiring a runoff and with (b) nonmissing data on the Wikipedia
Left-Right ideology of the top two placed candidates. All specifications control for (a) the Left-Right
Wikipedia ideology; (b) partisan incumbency status; and (c) individual incumbency status of the top
two placed candidates. The estimates are calculated by fitting a separate local linear regression at both
sides of the threshold, using a triangular kernel. Reported number of observations indicate the effective

sample sizes.
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Table Ag: RD estimates: CER-optimal bandwidths

power against

(a) DV: winner (o/100) estim. 95% CI pval. bwd. N7|NT SDc SDo BE [T
full sample 1575  [0.07:33.3]  o0.05 738 306|306 49.24 100 0.99 0.82
presidential -10.99 [-48.39:26.49] o0.57 8.89 95|95 49.93 0.98 0.50 0.14
gubernatorial -12.08  [-44.63:17.44] 039 7.43 71|71 49.75 LoO 0.63 0.20
mayoral 41.94 [2035:67.46] o0.00 6.42 136|136 4839 100 0.87 1.00

subnational (Brazil) 25.78  [4.16:49.79] o0.02 7.89 187|187 4838 100 0.89 0.93
subnational (— Brazil) 1934 [-27.57:70.38] 039 7.28 50|50 49.49 0.84 031 o0.2I

(b) DV: vote sharegs (0:100)

full sample 2.03 [-0.21:4.56] 0.07 6.41 269|269 7.37 LOO 10O 0.72
presidential 0.37 [-5.42:6.0]  ©0.91 8.5 90|90 918 0.99 0.62 0.05
gubernatorial -1.94  [-6.37:2.64] o0.42 6.03 61/61 6.56 0.97 050 0.21
mayoral 4.62 [1.55:8.28] 0.00 554 17|u7 632 100 0.83 0.99
subnational (Brazil) 2.19 [-0.70:5.58] 013 6.08 147|147 659 100 0.89 0.6
subnational (— Brazil)  4.26  [-0.94:10.45] 0.0  5.33 4343 5.60 0.84 031 0.9

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust cIs and p-values based on the cER-optimal bandwidth
proposed by Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). The running variable is fzrst round margin. Sam-
ples are restricted to elections requiring a runoft. Observations are clustered by election. The estimates
are calculated by fitting a separate local linear regression at both sides of the threshold, using a triangular
kernel. Reported number of observations indicate the effective sample sizes.

Table Aro: RD estimates: Second-order polynomials

power against

(a) DV: winner (o/100) estim. 95% CI pval. bwd. N~|NT SDc SDe BE | Two
full sample 18.64 [-0.65:41.59] 0.06 10.70 399399 4830 100 0.86 0.65
presidential o1 [-57.58:38.66] 0.70 12.64 120|120 49.64 0.77 0.27 0.09
gubernatorial -16.22 [-55.54:20.59] 037 10.01 86|86 49.42 0.94 0.41 0.2l
mayoral 47.49  [22.43:78.75] 0.00 102 206|206 4714 0.99 0.59 0.99
subnational (Brazil) 26.74  [o.s3:56.51]  0.05 13.05 259|259 47.05 0.99 0.59 0.70
subnational (— Brazil) 2419 [-40.48:90.45] o0.45 103 65|65 48.19 0.49 016 0.6

(b) DV vote sharegs (0:100)

full sample 2.35 [-0.52:5.54] 010 9.43 365366 7.46 10O 0.91 0.5
presidential 026  [-6.99:7.00] 100 1L70 114|115 9.91 0.96 0.47 0.05
gubernatorial -2.58 [7.53:1.60] o020 8.69 77|77 751  0.99 0.60 0.33
mayoral 5.58 [2.33:9.75] 0.00 123 210|210 6.57 0.99 0.60 0.97
subnational (Brazil) 2.42 [-0.51:6.14] 010 1319 261|261 6.98 100 0.78 0.47
subnational (— Brazil)  4.54 [3.12:11.29] 0.27  8.24 5353 6.74 0.72 0.25 0.40

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust c1s and p-values based on the MsE-optimal bandwidth
proposed by Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). The running variable is first round margin. Sam-
ples are restricted to elections requiring a runoff. Observations are clustered by election. The estimates
are calculated by fitting a separate second-order polynomial regression at both sides of the threshold, us-
ing a triangular kernel. Reported number of observations indicate the effective sample sizes.
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Figure Ary: Results with one candidate per election. The red horizontal lines report the RD estimates and robust

95% confidence intervals reported in Table 2, which include two candidates per election. The blue vertical lines

report the same estimates from soo samples in which we randomly selected one candidate —either the first-placed

or the runner-up- from every election. To facilitate comparison, these estimates are ranked form highest to lowest

in siz

€.
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Table Arr: Heterogeneous eftects: Open seat races

power against

(a) DV: winner (o/100)  estim. 95% CI pval. bwd. N7|NT SDc  SDo BE | o]
full sample m2s  [5.90:29.49] 0.9 1136 334|334 47.87 1.00 0.96 0.42
presidential -14.66  [-53.45:26.85] o.52 133 78|78 49.51 0.93 0.40 o.r7
gubernatorial -24.88 [-65.20:4.58] 0.09 875 64|64 49.78 0.98 0.51 0.51
mayoral 37.42  [16.11:64.07] 0.00 9.93 165|165 46.84 100 0.77 0.99
subnational (Brazil) 19.09 [-5.97:44.74] 003 142 195|195 47.61 100 0.74 0.55
subnational (— Brazil) 21.74 [-22.30:69.01] 032 9.79 5slss 47.99 0.83 0.1 0.26
(b) DVv: vote sharegs (0:100)

full sample .52 [1.00:4.48] o021 9.67 296|297 7.45 1L00 0.96 0.34
presidential -0.61  [-7.82:6.96] o.91 156 77|78 931 0.94 0.42 0.06
gubernatorial 292 [-9.00:3.45] 038 875 64|64 7.88 0.94 0.42 0.26
mayoral 4.50 [159:8.28] o0.00 8.68  151]I5I 636 1.00 0.75 0.96
subnational (Brazil) L77 [-1ss:5.60] 027 971 178|178 6.88 1.00 0.76 0.28
subnational (— Brazil) 3.97 [-0.40:10.33] o0.07 691 46|46 631 0.90 0.37 0.54

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust c1s and p-values based on the MsE-optimal bandwidth proposed
by Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). The running variable is fz7st round margin. Samples are restricted to
(i) elections requiring a runoff in which (ii) neither the first- nor the second-placed candidate in the first round was
the incumbent at the time of the election. Observations are clustered by election. The estimates are calculated by
fitting a separate local linear regression at both sides of the threshold, using a triangular kernel. Reported number

of observations indicate the ¢ffective sample size.
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Table Ar2: Heterogeneous effects: Previous experience (Brazil only)

power against

(a) DV: winner (0o/100)  experienced  estim. 95% CI pval. bwd. NT|NT sDc SDe BE T

mayoral (brazil) neither 41.96  [9.74:84.07] o0.01 8.86 96|96 48.08 0.95 0.43 0.88
neither/both  57.s8  [31.67:95.41] ©.00 7.52 91]91 47.27 0.98 0.54 10O
first 6.28 [-59.16:79.20] 0.78 12.58 35035 49.02 0.50 0.7 0.06
second -22.49 [-99.09:43.83] 0.45 10.48 23|23 49.90 0.49 0.16  0.14

subnational (Brazil) neither 16.77 [13.00:47.30] 0.26 10.49 149|149 48.03 0.99 0.60 0.34
neither/both  32.99  [10.05:62.15] o.01  9.22 155|155 47.37 LOO 071  0.94
first -13.81  [78.22:49.35] 0.66 13.37 43]43 48.91 0.57 019 0.09
second -8.65 [-69.23:42.65] 0.64 10.97 30|30 47.95 0.66 0.22 0.07

(b) DV: vote sharegs (0:100)

mayoral (brazil) neither 5.32 [o17:12.00]  ©0.04 873 94|94 658 0.87 034 o0.70
neither/both  6.55 [2.53:12.04] o0.00 8.22 99|99 6.49 0.97 0.47 0.97
first -418  [-9.52:3.24] 033 110 33/33 7.07 0.87 034 0.44
second -2.80 [-16.82:11.39] 0.71  9.50 23|23 716 0.29 O0dI  0.09

subnational (Brazil) neither 1.99 [2.19:7.06] 030 919 1BY|B37 6.90 0.99 0.54 0.22
neither/both  3.38 [038:7.45] ©0.03 8m 141141 6.83 100 0.76 0.75
first -5.66  [137:1.08]  omr  m94 3838 674 0.85 032 071
second -0.45 [-9.44:10.10]  0.95 10.00  28[28 6.86 0.49 0.6 0.05

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust cis and p-values based on the MsE-optimal bandwidth proposed by
Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). The running variable is fzrst round margin. Samples are restricted to subnational

elections in Brazil requiring a runoft. The experience variable indicates whether the sample was restricted to elections
where, respectively, none of the top-two vote getters in the first round had previous elected experience; neither or both
had (i.e., none of the was advantaged and disadvantaged in this regard); only the first-placed had; or only the second-placed
had, respectively. Observations are clustered by election. The estimates are calculated by fitting a separate local linear re-
gression at both sides of the threshold, using a triangular kernel. Reported number of observations indicate the effective

sample size.
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Table A13: Heterogeneous effects: Left-Right ideological distance (v-party)

power against

(a) DV: winner (o/100) id. distance estim. 95% CI pval. bwd. NT|NT sDc SDo B [Tl
full sample polarized 335 [3219:23.20] o075 157 153153 48.98 1.00 0.69 0.06
close 1772 [-8.63:41.40] 0.0 10.65 134|134 4625 1LOO 0.73 0.50
presidential polarized 3303 [-100.84:22.41] o0.21 1014 40|40 50.57 0.62 0.21  0.32
close 1952 [-57.2816.24] 027 10.64  37[37 49.77 0.96 0.47 0.3l
gubernatorial polarized  -36.99 [112.68:24.98] o©0.21 8.99 28|28 50.79 0.53 018  0.32
close 4272 [18.54:m0.22] 0.6  8.62 25|25 45.83 051 007  0.45
mayoral polarized 2225 [15.81:58.03] 0.26 1251 82[82 4578 0.93 0.40 0.39
close 3135 [-9.21:69.60] 0.3 975 64|64 4532 0.89 036 0.60
subnational (Brazil) polarized  -11.78  [-57.02:23.56] 0.42 10.94 82|82 48.46 0.92 038 0.3
close 4611 [12.90:85.67] o.01 7.84 72|72 4510 0.93 0.40 0.94
subnational (— Brazil) polarized 53.44 [34.56:147.38] o0.22  8.34 17|17 49.26 032 0.2 037
close 21.90 [-78.23:117.26] 0.70  9.45 3|13 48.04 0.28 0.0 o.I0
(b) DV: vote sharegs (0:100)
full sample polarized -0.68 [-4.52:3.74] 085 9.86 137|137 6.54 0.99 0.59 0.07
close 3.52 [-0.64:7.98] ©0.09 936 120|120 7.02 0.99 0.62 0.62
presidential polarized 3.48  [7.42:-0.56] 0.02 7.49 36|36 6.47 100 0.74 0.80
close 0.93 [9.66:1.73]  0.85 879 30|30 10.53 0.78 0.28 0.06
gubernatorial polarized -6.47  [16.27:3.18] 019 1038 30[30 8.06 0.63 0.21  0.45
close 3.06 [-0.79:8.45] 0.I0  §.70 1818 4.35 0.74 0.26  0.4§
mayoral polarized 3.66  [1.86:10.69] oa7 9.41 67|67 552 0.68 0.23 037
close 4.75 [102:10.84] o0 958 64|64 591 0.79 0.28 0.60
subnational (Brazil) polarized -0.06  [-5.82:6.90] 0.87 10.95 82[82 671 0.83 031  0.05
close 3.65 [1.49:8.92] 016 8.49 77|77 651  0.93 0.41  0.49
subnational (— Brazil) polarized 6.57 [7.80:21.91] 035 9.28 17]17 578 019 0.08 0.23
close 5.71 [0.38:12.34] ©0.04 5.49 10|10 2.86 0.6 o0 0.7

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust cis and p-values based on the MSE-optimal bandwidth proposed by
Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). The running variable is fzrst round margin. Samples are restricted to elections
requiring a runoff. Polarized (respectively, close) elections are those in which the absolute ideological distance along the
v-party Left-Right dimension between the top-two vote getters in the first round was larger (smaller) than the median for
each sample. Observations are clustered by election. The estimates are calculated by fitting a separate local linear regression
at both sides of the threshold, using a triangular kernel. Reported number of observations indicate the effective sample
size.
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Table A14: Heterogeneous eftects: (Il)Liberalism ideological distance

power against

(a) DV: winner (o/100) id. distance estim. 95% CI pval. bwd. NT|NT sDc SDo BE | Twol
full sample polarized 3.46  [-33.13:20.48]  0.64 10.06 126|126 4876 100 0.71 0.06
close 14.76  [-8.87:39.93] o021 9.68 137|137 47.14 100 0.76  0.39
presidential polarized s1.83  [-126.14:5.27]  0.07  8.95 36]36 50.40 0.57 0.9  0.59
close -4.66  [-50.78:48.96] 0.97 142  39[39 50.50 0.80 0.29 0.06
gubernatorial polarized -4.46  [-77.06:64.92] 0.87 8.1 22|22 50.96 0.1 0.7  0.05
close 18.82  [-41.69:86.12] o0.50 8.88 31)31 47.52 054 0.8 0.3
mayoral polarized 2405 [-12a1:57.86]  0.20 11.06 71|71 47.64 0.97 0.47 0.48
close 28.51  [-5.06:61.97] o010 10.60 70|70 4479 0.96 0.46  0.65
subnational (Brazil) polarized 5.88  [31.46:3630] 0.89 1o1 86|86 47.94 0.98 0.50 0.08
close 25.82  [5.98:64.45] o010 9.67 80|80 45.55 0.95 0.43 0.3
subnational (— Brazil) polarized  44.44 [-34.19:114.04] 0.29 9.64 14|14 3631 0.27 010 038
close 12.56 [-116.28:130.93] 0.91  9.28 17]17 51.45 0.21 0.09 0.06

(b) DV: vote sharegs (0:100)

full sample polarized 0.33 [3.53:4.42] 0.83 10.69 133|133 8.49 100 0.84 0.06
close 2.32 [1.29:6.79] 018 835  128[128 6.66 100 0.63 036
presidential polarized -2.90 [7.11:0.61] o010  8.53 3535 8.25 100 0.84 055
close 0.05 [-8.99:8.42] 0.95 1IL35 3838 8.54 0.8 0.7 0.05
gubernatorial polarized 373 [12.08:7.82]  0.67 7.49 19]19 8.04 0.61 0.20 0.8
close 2.74 [-0.43:7.26] 0.08 6.29 26|26 5.63 0.98 0.53 0.1
mayoral polarized 4.08 [-0.10:8.31] 0.06 1014 67|67 5.87  0.97 0.49 0.77
close 4.88 [-0.60:12.08] o©0.08 8.05 5959 571 0.70 0.24 0.57
subnational (Brazil) polarized -0.12 [-6.08:5.31] 0.90 10.92 85|85 7.68 0.96 0.46 0.05
close 4.92  [-0.021178] o0.05 738 68|68 5.67 076 0.27 0.64
subnational (— Brazil) polarized 5.08 [1.14:9.45] 0.0 7.72 22 2.47 038 003  0.92
close 524 [-14.40127.52] o0.54  9.78 17]17 5.82 0.2 0.07  O.II

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust cis and p-values based on the MSE-optimal bandwidth proposed by
Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). The running variable is first round margin. Samples are restricted to elections
requiring a runoff. Polarized (respectively, close) elections are those in which the absolute ideological distance along the
(IDliberalism dimension between the top-two vote getters in the first round was larger (smaller) than the median for each
sample. Observations are clustered by election. The estimates are calculated by fitting a separate local linear regression at
both sides of the threshold, using a triangular kernel. Reported number of observations indicate the ¢ffective sample size.
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Table Axs: Heterogeneous effects: Post-Materialism ideological distance

power against

sSDo

(a) pV: winner (o/100) id. distance estim. 95% CI pval. bwd. N~|N* sDc  SDo % |7xo |
full sample polarized -6.92  [-39.32:17.10]  0.44 10.03 141|141 48.61 100 0.67 0.0
close 2036 [-62152.50] o2 1032 1B2|B32 47.04 0.99 0.60 0.49
presidential polarized  -23.71  [76.73:27.05] 035 170 47|47 50.25 0.77 0.27  0.24
close -30.16 [-102.85:29.14] ©0.27 9.29 30|30 50.74 0.57 019  0.24
gubernatorial polarized  -62.95 [-138.31:-16.85] o0.01 .81 22|22 s.18  0.65 0.22  0.82
close 40.97 [14.47:104.87] o014 830 22|22 4558 0.56 019  0.48
mayoral polarized 4.03  [-44.65:4017] 0.92 9.64 65|65 4651 086 0.33  0.06
close 4547 [14.95:83.76]  o0.00 9.88 68|68 45.20 0.95 0.44 0.96
subnational (Brazil) polarized 1623 [-60.26:14.94] o0.24 9.44 80|80 4872 0.95 0.43 0.22
close 49.76  [23.41:86.67] o0.00 8.46 72|72 4510 0.98 0.1  0.99
subnational (— Brazil) polarized  -15.76 [126.13:79.75] 0.66  5.63 14]14 49.72. 0.27 010  0.07
close 102.12 [83.86:148.94] o0.00 6.50 10|10 42.16 0.95 0.43 100
(b) DV: vote sharegs (0:100)
full sample polarized 0.48 [-3.05:4.01] 079 10.41 143|143 7.23 100 0.81 0.07
close 2.38 [1.87:7.62] 023 9.46 19ug 6.63 0.97 0.49 0.28
presidential polarized 2.55 [-4.79:9.64] 0.51  10.95 45|45 9.42 0.95 0.44  O.I7
close 7.68  [18.45:256] o014 812 27|27 734 0.49 0.6 053
gubernatorial polarized 817  [-24.16:4.96] o0.20 8.10 30|30 8.20 0.35 0.2  0.34
close 2.87 [-0.44:7.61]  0.08 6.25 1818 4.61 0.89 035 051
mayoral polarized 138 [-3.81:6.52] 0.61  8.58 56|56 5.48 0.84 0.1 0.1I
close 5.99 [1.29:11.88] o.01 1013 68|68 620 0.90 037 0.88
subnational (Brazil) polarized -2.12 [-8.55:3.89] 0.46 1035  84/84 728 0.90 037 016
close 6.12 [2.16:11.60] 0.00 837 72|72 5.84 0.93 0.40 0.95
subnational (— Brazil) polarized 020 [-10.77:10.92] 0.99 6.17 1515 4.82  0.23 0.09 0.05
close 13.79  [6.62:27.35] o0.00 5.7 9lo 4.53 0.23 0.09 0.96

Sharp (conventional) RD estimates, with robust cis and p-values based on the MSE-optimal bandwidth proposed by
Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik (2014). The running variable is fzrst round margin. Samples are restricted to elections
requiring a runoff. Polarized (respectively, close) elections are those in which the absolute ideological distance along the
Post-Materialism dimension between the top-two vote getters in the first round was larger (smaller) than the median for
each sample. Observations are clustered by election. The estimates are calculated by fitting a separate local linear regression
at both sides of the threshold, using a triangular kernel. Reported number of observations indicate the effective sample

size.
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