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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Figure A6: Distribution of Left-Right ideology scores for the top two placed candidates, by subsample. Only
elections in which a second round was needed are includgd.



(a) Ideology: v-party ((II)Liberalism)) (b) Ideology: v-party (Post-Materialism)
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Figure A7: Distribution of (II)Liberalism (left) and Post-Materialism (right) ideology scores for the top two placed
candidates, by subsample. Only elections in which a secq?d round was needed are included.
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Figure A8: First-round Wikipedia left-right scores of thefirst- and second-placed candidates, by subsample. Only

elections in which a second round was needed are included. Red dots indicate elections in which the first-round
result was reversed in the runoff.
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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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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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Figure Ara: Mimicking variance RD plots with quantile-spaced bins (Calonico, Cattaneo and Titiunik 2015) show-
ing the effect of first round margin on the vote share in the second round. 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. Red lines show third-order

polynomials estimated separately at each side of the cutoft, 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.
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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.

31



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.

35



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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