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(b) Discontinuity in (log) income

Figure 1: Discontinuity in political experience and (log) income. Wide window.
Notes: The observations in the plots are local averages over bins with a width of .02 and the lines are
OLS-fitted polynomials of degree 2, fitted separately on both sides of the cutoff (0.0).

in the same years for all the politicians in the sample.24 The results hence cannot be

driven by business cycle variations in income. Since the income variable is measured at

the same time for all the politicians, and since the sample size is not that large, I do

not try to separately estimate the value of political experience from the different election

periods. Partly because the sample size is not that large, and partly because I rely on

across-party comparisons within an electoral district, I do not try to estimate the value

of party-specific political experience either.

Narrow window

Table 2 shows the effect of being elected on subsequent income in an area just around

the threshold of being elected. The sample used here consists of only individuals who are

very close to the seat threshold, +/- 5 per cent in relative vote shares (i.e. 0.5 per cent of

the total number of votes for a party that holds 10 per cent of the votes), among which it

seems reasonable to assume that the seat allocation is more or less random. The equation

is estimated using 2SLS, where the set of instrumental variables are election-specific seat

allocations. All equations contain election-specific fixed effects.

Political experience is measured in units of four years, the length of a Parliamen-

tary term. From Column (1) in Table 2 we see that the effect of one more period of

Parliamentary experience on subsequent income is around 15 per cent, a quite sizeable

effect.

24Eggers and Hainmueller (2009) observe the value of the estate of the deceased politicians at their
time of death, a value that might be highly susceptible to business cycle variations.
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Figure 2: Discontinuity in political experience and (log) income. Narrow window.
Notes: The observations in the plots are local averages over bins with a width of .005 and the lines are
OLS-fitted polynomials of degree 1, fitted separately on both sides of the cutoff (0.0).

The identifying assumption in Column (1) of Table 2 is that the seat allocation among

this set of politicians that are just around the seat threshold is random. While it is

impossible to test whether this assumption is true, an indication of potential trouble for

the exogeneity assumption would be that the observed seat allocation is correlated with

other variables that we observe. If the seat allocation is truly random in this restricted

sample, the covariance between the seat allocation and other pre-determined variables

should be 0. To test this, I in Columns (2) and (3) add other standard wage regression

control variables. In Column (2) I add controls for gender and a quadratic polynomial in

age. Comfortingly, the coefficient on political experience hardly moves at all, indicating

that the covariance between political experience induced by the seat allocation is not

correlated with these pre-determined control variables. In Column (3) I also add party

and district fixed effects. Again, there is very little change in the coefficient on political

experience, and in addition the standard error is reduced. Controlling for gender, age,

party fixed effects and district fixed effects hence does not seem to change the estimated

coefficient on political experience, which is comforting for the assumption that the seat

allocation within this restricted sample is more or less random. Controlling for these

variables does, however, sharpen the precision of the estimates, as expected.

Throughout the paper, standard errors are clustered by individual, since the same

individual in principle can turn up in multiple elections in the sample and I have three

income observations for each politician × election.

Table 3 provides the first stage regressions for the regressions in Table 2. One could

worry that the instruments I use are weak, since in principle all losing candidates could
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(1) (2) (3)

Political experience (4 years) 0.152*** 0.140*** 0.138***
(0.0514) (0.0508) (0.0458)

Female -0.162** -0.121*
(0.0721) (0.0664)

Age 0.0120 0.0252
(0.0212) (0.0192)

Age2 -0.000174 -0.000275*
(0.000182) (0.000163)

Election year FE Yes Yes Yes
Party FE No No Yes
District FE No No Yes
R2 0.123 0.174 0.362
N 139 139 139
Obs. 412 412 412

Table 2: 2SLS estimates of political experience on (log) income in the narrow window.
Notes: The set of instruments is a dummy for winning a seat interacted with election year dummies.
“FE” is an abbreviation for fixed effect. “N” is the number of unique individuals in the regression while
“Obs.” is the number of observations in the regression. Standard errors are clustered on individuals.

go on to win the next election while all winning candidates quitted. In that case the cor-

relation between winning a seat and political experience would be zero, when measured

at the end of the sample. As pointed out by Bound, Jaeger, and Baker (1995), the instru-

mental variables estimator is severely biased in small samples if the instruments are weak.

From Table 3 we see that the instruments, election year dummies interacted with a seat

dummy, are strongly significant in all the regressions. There is hence no weak instruments

problem present. Furthermore, the effect of being elected on subsequent experience is of

a plausible magnitude: being elected raises the amount of political experience almost uni-

formly across the different elections, with an estimated size of approximately 1.5 election

periods.

Wide window

Table 4 provides evidence for a wider window around the seat threshold. Here the impor-

tance of flexibly controlling for the forcing variable becomes important, as the distance to

the seat threshold might have an independent effect on potential outcomes. To flexibly

control for this, I include a quadratic function of the forcing variable interacted with the

seat variable, i.e. the quadratic is fitted separately on both sides of the threshold. The

main assumption here is that changes in potential outcomes are well approximated by the

quadratic in the forcing variable, and that there is no jump in potential outcomes exactly

around the threshold.
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(1) (2) (3)

Political experience (4 years) 0.113** 0.110** 0.107**
(0.0473) (0.0473) (0.0470)

Female -0.122*** -0.120***
(0.0364) (0.0360)

Age 0.0330*** 0.0335***
(0.00973) (0.00959)

Age2 -0.000361*** -0.000362***
(0.0000861) (0.0000839)

Forcing, above 1.076* 0.841 1.063*
(0.621) (0.604) (0.608)

Forcing, above2 -2.329** -1.903* -2.314**
(1.171) (1.115) (1.131)

Forcing, below -1.149 -0.917 -1.379**
(0.716) (0.693) (0.695)

Forcing, below2 2.420* 1.953 1.817
(1.461) (1.412) (1.456)

Election year FE Yes Yes Yes
Party FE No No Yes
District FE No No Yes
R2 0.078 0.132 0.191
N 719 719 719
Obs. 3321 3321 3321

Table 4: 2SLS estimates of political experience on (log) income in the wide window.
Notes: The set of instruments is a dummy for winning a seat interacted with election year dummies.
“Forcing” is the minimum change in any vote share needed for the person to lose his/her seat. A second-
degree polynomial in the forcing variable is fitted separately on both sides of the seat threshold. “FE” is
an abbreviation for fixed effect. “N” is the number of unique individuals in the regression while “Obs.”
is the number of observations in the regression. Standard errors are clustered on individuals.

From Column (1) we see that the effect of 4 year of additional political experience as

induced by the the seat allocation is around 10 per cent, and again strongly significantly

different from 0 as in Table 2. From Columns (2) and (3) we see that the estimate of the

effect of political experience is remarkably stable—controlling for gender, age, party fixed

effects and district fixed effects does hardly move the estimate at all. Also in this table,

standard errors are clustered by individual.

The first stage regressions underlying Table 4 can be found in Table 5. As in Table

3 for the narrow window, we see a strong first stage effect of the instruments, i.e. there

are no problems with weak instruments. We also see that being elected, conditional on

flexibly controlling for the forcing variable, lifts political experience by around 1.5 election

periods. Again this effect is remarkably uniform across the different elections.
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