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Abstract:

Economists frequently assert that politicians derive financial returns from a political career,
but it is unclear what allows them to do so. In this paper, I derive estimates of the returns to
consecutive Lower House mandates exploiting the repeated treatment assignment resulting
from Dutch district-level elections (1860-1917). Based on newly-collected data from probate
inventories, I obtain a measure of personal wealth for a sample of just-elected politicians and
their losing contenders. Using a dynamic regression discontinuity methodology, I document
that politicians’ returns to politics are concentrated in the first period of political activity.
The results show that politicians who were elected once accumulated wealth with a rate
that is about 5 percentage points per annum higher than their nearly-elected counterparts.
I also investigate the role of political parties in constraining politicians’ ability to benefit
financially from their political career. I find that after the establishment of political parties,
there is only limited evidence of politicians being able to profit from their political career,
suggesting political parties discipline politicians’ in-office behavior.
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1 Introduction
Politicians are generally expected to act in the interest of those who elected them (Persson
and Tabellini, 2002; Duggan and Martinelli, 2017). In many real-life cases, this turns out
to be only partially true. Politicians are often suspected to use and abuse their political
position for private gain, or otherwise pursue policies that are counter to the interests of
their constituents. Throughout history, there have been many attempts to regulate politi-
cians’ behavior (see e.g. Djankov et al., 2010, for a survey). However, empirically, several
studies have shown that politicians can still pursue their own self-interest. The literature has
documented the existence of particular forms of returns to politics, that is to say, benefits
accruing to politicians beyond their formal compensation. Most authors documents private
returns to politics in monetary forms (Svaleryd and Vlachos, 2009; Eggers and Hainmueller,
2009; Amore and Bennedsen, 2013; Fisman et al., 2014), but others also find more subtle
private returns in the form of prioritizing one’s ideology over electoral preferences (Peltzman,
1984; Mian et al., 2010), or prioritizing family members (Folke et al., 2017).

However, there is no clear consensus when it comes to explaining these empirical findings.
Some authors argue that the benefits of a political career are mostly accrued during a politi-
cal career (Amore and Bennedsen, 2013; Fisman et al., 2014; Bourveau et al., 2021), whereas
others argue that the benefits can be cristallized over a longer period of time (Querubin and
Snyder Jr, 2009), in the form of nepotism (Dal Bó et al., 2009), or can even be channeled
to other individuals, e.g. relatives (Fafchamps and Labonne, 2017; Folke et al., 2017). Fur-
thermore, it is not clear what determines the magnitude of returns to politics. Eggers and
Hainmueller (2009) suggest that party organization might be a significant determinant of
the extent to which politicians can prioritize their own interests. Fisman et al. (2014) find a
differential effect in various Indian states that have different levels of corruption. Querubin
et al. (2011) hint at the influence of government size and monitoring by the media as possible
determinants of returns to a political career. These explanations are difficult to verify, as
most research exploits a static setting to estimate the returns to politics.

This study takes a long-term perspective and explicitly investigates the institutional de-
terminants of returns to politics in the Netherlands from 1848-1917. I make use of close
elections to establish the existence and magnitude of returns to politics using a dynamic
regression discontinuity strategy (Cellini et al., 2010). The Netherlands employed a district
system (De Jong, 1999). In each district, a small number of candidates took part, and these
elections were frequently hotly contested. This setting enables me to to tie the returns to
politics to several changing institutions, most notably, the establishment of political parties
(De Jong, 2001). I empirically investigate whether political parties are able to curb the
returns to politics for individual politicians, by making use of data on newspaper recommen-
dations for politicians, which allow me to identify political allegiance before political parties
were established. Furthermore, several franchise extensions enlarged the electorates in every
district (Van Den Berg and Vis, 2013). Finally, this period saw the appearance of ’career
politicians’ and ’political careers’ in the spirit of Mattozzi and Merlo (2008).
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Methodologically, I use a dynamic regression discontinuity design, exploiting repeated
quasi-random treatment assignment of being elected using close elections between individuals
who were never elected before, but also between individuals who were elected the same
number of times before. I investigate whether treatment assignment is as good as random by
gathering a sizeable dataset containing information about the candidates’ background, origin,
political orientation and demographics, as well as the district characteristics in which close
elections took place. This situation allows me to reliably estimate the returns to consecutive
periods of holding political office. The interpretation of the analysis is complicated by the
presence of incumbency advantages (Lee, 2008). Any estimated total effect of being elected
on personal wealth contains a ceteris paribus effect, but also the incumbency advantages
times the future ceteris paribus effects. Using a procedure similar to Cellini et al. (2010), I
retrieve recursive estimates of the ceteris paribus effects from the estimated total effects to
each political term, and the incumbency advantages. These estimates can be interpreted as
a ’marginal return curve’ to consecutive terms of political office.

The analysis shows that the private returns to politics were concentrated in the first term
of office. Politicians who won their first mandate with a very small margin were significantly
wealthier at the end of their life than politicians who narrowly lost their first election. In
absolute terms this extra wealth amounted to 100,000 guilders, or eight times the salary
of a cabinet minister. In relative terms it meant five percentage points additional wealth
accumulation per annum for the winners of close elections – similar to the effect Fisman et al.
(2014) observe in present-day India. The results are robust to the inclusion of covariates,
many parameter choices, and also pass various placebo tests. In the second and further
periods, the results are no longer statistically significant. The point estimates are also close
to zero in many cases, implying little or no returns to second or longer stays in the Lower
House. This finding is consistent with the view that politics provides (exhaustive) human
capital, but also with a view of rent-seeking politicians being able to accrue rents in only
one term. The result challenges explanations that imply a constant marginal return curve
to political office (Persson and Tabellini, 2002; Caselli and Morelli, 2004; Baltrunaite, 2020;
Bourveau et al., 2021).

Afterwards, I set out to find the institutional determinants of the returns to politics. I
find that the establishment of political parties decreases the returns to politics significantly,
to the point that the point estimate is close to zero. These results are not driven by a change
in individuals deciding to run for office (Besley, 2005), as there is no relationship between
being elected into politics, and the likelihood of a lucrative business career after politics,
either before or after the establishment of political parties. Neither is there any evidence of
Lower House politics being a stepping stone to different, potentially more lucrative political
functions, thus ruling out explanations that imply returns to politics are collected only
indirectly, after a political career. This also implies that political careers were not valuable
to potential future employers, making a human capital-based explanation (cf. Diermeier
et al., 2005; Mattozzi and Merlo, 2008) less plausible. I also investigate whether suffrage
extensions, bringing about a substantial increase in monitoring, influence political rents, but
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I find no substantial evidence of their influence.
The Netherlands, in parallel to other European countries, underwent various important

changes in the late 19th and early 20th centuries (Przeworski, 2009): in particular, the
country started out as a country under absolute monarchy in the early 19th century, but
switched to constitutional monarchy and parliamentary control following liberal reforms in
1848 (Aerts, 2018). Even then, there were severe restrictions to suffrage in the most impor-
tant governmental bodies: one had to be male, and pay a minimum amount of taxes to be
accorded the right to vote, although eligibility was (formally) unconstrained (Van Der Kolk
et al., 2018). Throughout the late 19th and early 20th centuries, politicians and activists
have campaigned for, and ultimately achieved, universal suffrage. A better understanding
of the interplay between politicians’ personal interests at hand and their decision-making
might shed new light on explanations regarding politicians’ decisions to extend the franchise
(Lizzeri and Persico, 2004; Besley, 2005; Becker and Hornung, 2020).

The same period also saw the development and rise in popularity of political parties.
As the differences between liberal and Christian factions of parliament mounted, politi-
cians and politically conscious citizens began to organize themselves into electoral associa-
tions (Kiesvereenigingen), the existence of which was quickly superseded by political parties
(De Jong, 1999). The first political party, the Anti-Revolutionary Party, was founded in 1879
and its liberal counterpart, the Liberal Union, in 1885 (De Jong, 2001; Voerman, 1989). The
Catholic electoral associations united themselves somewhat later, in 1897. Before this era,
candidates who aligned with a particular political agenda were usually supported by news-
papers (De Jong, 1999). Political parties may exert party discipline and party affiliation
may be an important determinant of political voting behavior, thereby possibly constrain-
ing financial returns to politics (see e.g. Aidt and Franck, 2015, 2019; Becker and Hornung,
2020). The staggered establishment of political parties thus allows me to empirically identify
the influence of party discipline while keeping political affiliation constant, and thereby shed
light on how political parties changed the political landscape.

The remainder of this study is structured as follows. First, in section 2, I discuss the
historical background by focusing on the development of the district system and political
party formation. In section 3, I introduce the data. In section 4, I describe the empirical
strategy, and in section 5, I show the main regression discontinuity results. In section 5.3, I
investigate various alternative explanations. After concluding in section 6, I provide various
robustness checks in Appendix A.

2 Historical Background
In the period 1848-1917, all elections to the Lower House were organized in the framework
of a district system. Before 1848, the year in which constitutional reforms liberalized the
electoral system and political institutions of the country, delegates to the Lower House were
elected indirectly: the enfranchised electorate elected delegates to the Provincial Estates,
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which then elected delegates to the Lower House. Delegates to the upper house were elected
in a similar way, and in contrast to the Lower House elections, the 1848 constitution left this
system intact for the elections to the upper house, whereas the elections to the Lower House
were subject to reform, effectively rendering them direct, and more democratic (Blok, 1987).
From 1849 onward, Lower House elections took place biannually. Every two years, half of
the seats were up for contest. In almost all cases, districts featured two seats, and in each
election, one seat was up for election (De Jong, 1999). Thus, a Lower House member was
elected for four years.

Candidacy was individual-based: initially, political parties were wholly absent. After
political differences became more salient in the 1860’s and 1870’s (De Jong, 2001), electoral
associations (Dutch: Kiesvereenigingen) started to play a role: these associations were the
precursors of political parties. Gradually, these associations formed explicit political parties
with a clear ideology, based around the cultural-religious landscape of the Netherlands:
Protestant, Catholic, Liberal parties became the largest political actors of the country.

The elections themselves were determined following an absolute majority logic. When
no candidate in the first round obtained an absolute majority, a second round would be
organized, with the two candidates with the highest amount of votes (De Jong, 1999). Can-
didates would remain in office for a four year term, but a constitutional provision, which
remained in force for the entire period, stipulated that members of parliament who would
accept a second remunerated function in government lost membership by default. They
could, however, stand for reelection (De Jong, 1999; Loots, 2004). Apart from untimely
death of a Lower House member, this was the principal reason that some elections occurred
at times other than the officially stipulated election moments. In addition, there was a
population-dependent electoral threshold, and elections were nullified in case of insufficient
turnout, irrespective of the outcome.

The precise mapping from municipality (the lowest-level administrative unit of the Nether-
lands) to district was stipulated in the electoral law (Kieswet), with the stated objective that
each district, and consequently each representative, represented about 45,000 inhabitants
(De Jong, 1999). Accordingly, after the constitutional revision in 1848, the Lower House
had 68 seats, corresponding roughly to the representation of 45,000 inhabitants by each of
those seats. In the meantime, however, population growth had taken off, making it more
and more difficult to apply this rule. The lawmakers responded by increasing the number
of seats, creating and changing the composition of districts: the number of Lower House
seats increased from 68 to 86 in about 10 years. However, because of the stakes involved
(issues related to gerrymandering), it became more and more difficult to agree upon a given
composition, effectively delaying any reform to 1887, when it was fixed at 100. The con-
stitutional revision in 1887 also implied that the Lower House members were elected at the
same time, while keeping intact the 4-year term, and that there would be one district for one
representative, implying the break-up of previously large districts into various smaller ones,
e.g. Amsterdam or Rotterdam. At the same time, as the population continued to grow,
the reallocation of districts became more difficult, and imbalances between districts become
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more and more salient. This particularly favored sparsely over densely populated districts.
Even the electoral law reforms of 1896, which encompassed, among other reforms, a partition
of the largest cities into various districts, effectively increasing their representation, could
not change the imbalance that disfavored them (De Jong, 1999).

While in principle, candidacy was open to any male aged thirty or older throughout
the period, suffrage rights were severely restricted. The 1848 Constitution left suffrage and
eligibility requirements to the electoral law Kieswet, which in turn stipulated that men who
paid more taxes than a certain threshold, called a census (De Vries, 1971; De Haan, 2003).
This census, in turn, was determined on a municipal level. In some municipalities, such
as Amsterdam, where the population was relatively rich, the threshold was higher, and
the censuses were generally coordinated to be such that about 1 in 3,000 individuals was
enfranchised. Van Der Kolk et al. (2018) note that about 85,000 men on a population of
over 2.5 million had the right to active suffrage for both upper and Lower Houses. The
constitutional changes and changes in the electoral law in 1887 in effect encompassed a
lowering of census requirements, which was the principal mechanism through which a larger
share of the population was enfranchised (about 25% after 1887 according to Van Der Kolk
et al. (2018)), although besides taxes, there were various other means of acquiring the right
to vote. The changes in the electoral law in 1896 added many more grounds other than
income as a criterion to be enfranchised, such as having a particular set of degrees, paying a
certain amount of rent or having a savings account. De Jong (1999) notes that about 48,6%
of all Dutch men aged 25 and over were enfranchised by 1900.

Throughout the period from 1848 to 1917, the electoral system in the Netherlands after
1848 was centered on individual delegates, not political parties. Politicians were supposed to
be independent, not least with respect to their own delegates, and to promote the common in-
terests of the country (De Jong, 2001). Political parties were preceded by Kiesvereenigingen,
electoral unions, of enfranchised individuals with (generally) the same political orientation,
intending to coordinate their voting behavior. Kiesvereenigingen were a way to improve the
dissemination of information and aggregate electoral preferences in a more effective way.
A special role in information provision was taken up by national newspapers: the editorial
boards of several large national newspapers with a clear ideological background regularly
endorse candidates they thought reflected their politics best (De Jong, 1999).

These ideological backgrounds also served as the basis for the party landscape that was
arising. The first player to take the initiative towards party formation was the Protestant
politician Abraham Kuyper, who founded the Anti-Revolutionary Party (ARP) in 1879
after British model (Koch, 2020). His program centered on obtaining autonomy for the
country’s different religions, particularly in education (De Jong, 2001), but also in other
social, economic and political institutions. Parties soon proved to be the natural means
of coordination, both between politicians with a similar ideology, and between politicians
and electorates: the liberal counterpart to the ARP was founded in 1885, and the Catholic
union of electoral associations was founded in 1893. An overwhelming majority of incumbent
politicians joined political parties, and, since it was nearly impossible to be elected without
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the support of a party, after the formation of parties, there were almost no unaffiliated
politicians. The strong ideology-based political landscape was also the reason why there
very few cases of politicians switching political parties. (e.g. De Haan and Te Velde, 1996;
De Jong, 1997)

3 Data and Sources

3.1 Electoral Data
The Repositorium Tweede Kamerverkiezingen 1848-1917 (Repository Lower House Elec-
tions) contains information about all elections to the Dutch Lower House over the period
1848-1917, in which elections were organized at the district-level. This dataset contains the
district, date, and type of election (regular, intermediate, second round), as well as the names
of the candidates. In addition, the dataset contains the amount of votes they obtained, the
number of enfranchised individuals in this district, voter turnout, and also some metadata,
including the amount of seats that are contested in the particular election, the type of elec-
tion, and the election date. I want to focus my attention on elections that directly lead to a
winner. Based on these data, I first exclude elections that did not lead directly to a winner
(i.e. first rounds of elections which had second rounds, or nullified elections that did not
reach the electoral threshold). In total, there are about 2100 unique elections in the district
system over the period 1860-1917. In line with other studies using close elections (e.g. Lee,
2008), I use a vote margin-based approach to identify which elections are close: in particular,
I first find the marginal winner (MW) in the election, which is defined as a winning candidate
with the lowest number of votes from all winning candidates. In the vast majority of cases,
this amounts to the only winner, because the election had only one seat up for election,
but in a minority of the cases, this yields a different candidate. The set {Winners}𝑒 then
consists of all election winners in election 𝑒. Then, at the candidate-district level (candidate
𝑖, district 𝑒), I define and compute vote margins as follows:

Margin𝑖𝑒 =
{Amount of Votes𝑖𝑒−Amount of Votes𝑀𝑊

Amount of Votes𝑒 if 𝑖 ∈ {Winners}𝑒
Amount of Votes𝑀𝑊 −Amount of Votes𝑖𝑒

Amount of Votes𝑒 if 𝑖 ∉ {Winners}𝑒
This way of defining the margin ensures symmetry and simplifies to the conventional

definition of margin in case of two candidates. In Figures 1 and 2, I show the geographical
distribution of close elections, taken to be elections where one or more candidates were
elected with a margin of less than 20 percentage points. Close elections seem to be balanced
across the country.

[Figures 1 and 2 here]
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3.2 Politician Data
I retrieve a proprietary dataset from the Politiek Documentatiecentrum (PDC)1, a think-tank
focused on Dutch politics. The data encompass various demographic variables related to a
politicians’ life, including their birth and death date and place, and detailed data about career
paths they have undertaken over the course of their life. I use these data to match politicians
to candidate-election pairs in the election data using a rule-based approach (Abramitzky
et al., 2021) based on active period and fuzzy string matching. In addition to election-
candidate specific information, I also collect newspaper recommendations for individual 𝑖 in
election 𝑒 from the Repositorium. Local newspapers reported who would be the contestants
in upcoming elections, which frequently went hand in hand with an endorsement by the
editorial board of a particular candidate (Oud, 1997; De Jong, 1999).

3.3 Non-Politician Data
Similar to the politicians, i.e. individuals who were elected at least once in their lifetime,
I also retrieve data for non-politicians, whose data are not collected by the PDC due to
them never being elected into politics. Hence, I make use of online genealogical sources,
such as genealogieonline.nl, Geni.com, the historical newspaper search engine Delpher, local
provincial archives to identify the birth date and place and date and place of decease for
non-politicians and Wikipedia. In addition, I collect information on their career paths,
where specifically, I look for information whether they have worked in politics, business or
the colonies after being a candidate.

3.4 Personal Wealth
I use archival data from probate inventories that contain the personal wealth of candidates
at time of decease from provincial archives, called the Memories van Successie (MVS). The
MVS primarily contain documents specifying the appraisal of a deceased individual’s assets
and liabilities with the purpose of levying inheritance taxes (Bos, 1990). This source is
generally regarded as a highly reliable source of individuals’ net worth. Descendants had to
declare under oath in court that the list of assets and liabilities they submitted was truthful
(Moes, 2012). Several miscellaneous documents containing internal correspondence within
the tax agency also indicate that taxation was approached with care and legal requirements
were paid attention to. The MVS are publicly available from 1877 to 1927. There are
various studies outside of the Netherlands that use similar sources. Eggers and Hainmueller
(2009) use a very similar source for their study about British MPs, and Fisman et al. (2014)
use mandatory asset declaration forms for Indian MPs, and Bottomley (2019) uses probate
inventories to investigate the returns to inventions.

1Information about the PDC is accessible here
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Since I am focusing on close elections, I have prioritized collecting wealth data for can-
didates whose margins were closer to zero. In total, out of 6,197 candidate-election pairs, I
collected probate inventories for 2,893 candidate-election pairs. These pertain to 515 unique
candidates, whereas in total, there are 1,590 unique candidates. There are 2,877 candidate-
election pairs who took place in relatively close elections, for 1,527 of which I collected their
personal wealth (53%). The main reason of absence is the aforementioned limited avail-
ability of the archival data. Machielsen (2021) shows that there is no relationship between
many characteristics and the likelihood of finding a probate inventory, implying that the
inventories I wasn’t able to find are missing at random. Out of the 1,590 unique candidates,
620 of them succeeded in getting elected at least once. I was able to collect the personal
wealth for 371 out of these individuals (55%). Out of the 970 unique candidates that were
never elected, I was able to collect the personal wealth for 144 out of them. Out of the 382
non-politicians who were not elected with a margin of at most 20%, I collected the personal
wealth for 123 candidates. Finally, the election dynamics are such that out of 620 politicians
who have been elected at least once, 467 of them succeeded in getting elected twice, 356
three times, 297 four times, and 254 more than four times.

3.5 Other Covariates
I obtain control variables at the district-level from HDNG, a database containing information
about Dutch municipalities. I use a dynamic mapping to aggregate data on the municipality-
level to the district-level, contingent on the year in which the election took place, after which
I construct variables that measure the religious composition (% Catholic and Protestant),
the composition of the labor force (% in industry, services, agriculture) and the share of taxes
per capita in two available years, 1859 and 1889 as a proxy for district economic activity.

4 Method

4.1 A Dynamic Regression Discontinuity Design
I use quasi-random variation induced by close elections to estimate the effect of being po-
litically active on end-of-life wealth. The analysis of these returns to politics is complicated
by two features: first, because individuals can be elected multiple times, I have to take into
account the dynamic nature of the treatment assignment to individuals. Concretely, an
estimate of the effect of being elected for the first time on end-of-life wealth contains not
only the ceteris paribus effect, but also the dynamic effects of having an altered probability
of being re-elected and accruing returns to a prolonged stay in the Lower House. Secondly,
comparing candidates who ran for office more frequently with candidates who did not exert
the same effort might result in biased estimates to the extent the effort undertaken in getting
elected is correlated with wealth-accumulating capacity, even if there is no discontinuity at
the cut-off point.
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I follow an approach similar to Cellini et al. (2010) to disentangle these effects. More
precisely, consider the following model2, which incorporates the possibility that politicians
who are first elected at different tries can realize different initial wealth effects:

𝑤𝑖 =
∞∑
𝜏=1

𝜃𝜏𝑏𝑖,𝜏 +
∞∑
𝑡=2

𝛾𝑡𝑐𝑖,𝑡 + 𝑢𝑖 (1)

where 𝑤𝑖 is a candidate’s end-of-life wealth, 𝑏𝑖,𝜏 is an indicator reflecting whether candi-
date 𝑖 is first elected at their 𝜏’th try. In this model, 𝜃𝜏 represents the ceteris paribus impact
on wealth after being elected for the first time after trying 𝜏 times. This ensures that similar
candidates in terms of effort are compared. Note that in this setup, this effect is independent
of actual calendar time. In section 5.3.3, I investigate whether suffrage extensions represent
a structural break in this relationship. Secondly, 𝑐𝑖,𝑡 is an indicator reflecting whether a
politician is elected for the 𝑡’th time after having been elected initially. I restrict the struc-
ture such that 𝛾𝑡 does not depend on the number of tries 𝜏. Consequently, 𝛾𝑡 represents the
effect on wealth effect of being elected for the 𝑡’th time after having been elected once. I
detail how I estimate the parameters 𝛾𝑡 in section 4.2. Differentiating both sides of equation
1 with respect to a particular 𝑏𝑖,𝜏 then gives the so-called ”intent-to-treat” (ITT) effect of
being elected once at the 𝜏’th try:

𝜃 𝐼𝑇𝑇𝜏 =
𝑑𝑤𝑖

𝑑𝑏𝑖,𝜏
=

𝜕𝑤𝑖

𝜕𝑏𝑖,𝜏
+

( ∞∑
𝑡=2

𝑑𝑐𝑖,𝑡
𝑑𝑏𝑖,𝜏

· 𝛾𝑡

)
(2)

= 𝜃𝐴𝑇𝑇𝜏 +
( ∞∑
𝑡=2

𝜋𝑡 · 𝛾𝑡

)
where 𝑑𝑐𝑖,𝑡/𝑑𝑏𝑖,𝜏 represents the incumbency advantage (Lee, 2008), the change in the

probability of being elected on the probability of being reelected. In the last line, I make the
assumption that this fraction 𝜋𝜏,𝑡 = 𝜋𝑡 for all 𝜏, indicating that the incumbency advantage
in the 𝑡’th election after having won once is the same for candidates elected for the first time
at different tries 𝜏 and 𝜏′. 3 In other words, the estimand for the effect of being elected once
(at the 𝜏’th try) on end-of-life wealth contains a combination of the ceteris paribus effect
𝜃𝐴𝑇𝑇𝜏 and the probability-weighted wealth effects of increased tenure, reflected by the 𝛾𝑡 .

First, I set out by estimating the 𝜃 𝐼𝑇𝑇𝜏 for different 𝜏. I do this by employing a regression
discontinuity approach similar to Eggers and Hainmueller (2009), Fisman et al. (2014) and

2This model is estimated using a RD-strategy with close elections, making sure that E[𝑢𝑖𝑏𝑖,𝜏] = 0, so
that the parameters 𝜃𝜏 can be estimated consistently.

3I also assume that the incumbency advantage is independent of calendar time, and that there are no
dynamic incumbency advantages, i.e., there is no additional incumbency advantage after being elected twice
in a row, as opposed to an incumbency advantage in the third election after initially having won one (the
latter of which is among the 𝜋𝑡 I estimate).

10



Fafchamps and Labonne (2017). The basic specification that I use, for a particular 𝜏, is:

log(𝑤𝑖) = 𝛼 + 𝜃 𝐼𝑇𝑇𝜏 · 1Margin𝑖>0 + 𝜂 · 𝑓 (Margin𝑖) + 𝑋𝑖𝛽 + 𝜖𝑖 (3)

I estimate 𝜃 𝐼𝑇𝑇𝜏 using local linear polynomial regression on each side of the threshold,
following Gelman and Imbens (2019) and Cattaneo et al. (2019), and describe the default
choice of parameters in section 4.3.

In terms of interpretation, these 𝜃 𝐼𝑇𝑇𝜏 ’s are likely an overestimate for the 𝜃𝐴𝑇𝑇𝜏 , given a
hypothesized positive incumbency advantage and returns to political activity. Afterwards,
I investigate whether the 𝜃 𝐼𝑇𝑇𝜏 are different for different 𝜏’s, i.e. whether there are notable
differences in returns to politics between politicians elected who tried hard and those who
had it easy. In order to retrieve estimates of 𝜃𝐴𝑇𝑇𝜏 , I also need to estimate the 𝑡’th period
ATT returns 𝛾𝑡 and the incumbency advantages 𝜋𝑡 , which I describe in the next section.
The effects 𝛾𝑡 are also of theoretical interest, as they describe the marginal return curve to
a political career.

4.2 Estimating Incumbency Advantage and Returns to Politics
Estimating the incumbency advantages 𝜋𝑡 is relatively straightforward, using the following
specification for the 𝑘’th election after a winning election 𝑒 for candidate 𝑖:

I[𝑐𝑖,𝑘 = 1] = 𝛼 + 𝜋𝑖,𝑘 · 1Margin𝑖,𝑒>0 + 𝜂 · 𝑓 (Margin𝑖,𝑒) + 𝑋𝑖𝛽 + 𝜖𝑖 (4)

where the dependent variable is 1 if candidate 𝑖 won an election 𝑘, 0 if a candidate
loses. I include a constant term, and focus on close elections to identify the ceteris paribus
influence of winning on the probability of winning the 𝑘’th election afterwards. I also include
various covariates at the individual level. The estimation procedure is described in section
4.3. Estimating equation 4 for each 𝑘 ∈ {2, 3, . . . } then gives estimates for the incumbency
advantages for the 𝑘’th election in the future.

Estimating the returns to subsequent periods in the Lower House is somewhat more
challenging. Conditional on being elected 𝑡−1 times, and on choosing to stand as a candidate
again, the structure for end-of-life wealth is as follows:

𝑤𝑖 =
∞∑
𝑘=𝑡

𝛾𝑘𝑐𝑖,𝑘 + 𝑢𝑖 (5)

Again, focusing on an RD-implementation so that E[𝑢𝑖𝑐𝑖,𝑘 ] = 0, and differentiating equa-
tion 5 with respect to the independent variable 𝑐𝑖,𝑘 makes clear the same issue as in section
4.1 is at hand:
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𝛾 𝐼𝑇𝑇
𝑘 =

𝑑𝑤𝑖

𝑑𝑐𝑖,𝑘
=
𝜕𝛾𝑖,𝑘
𝜕𝑐𝑖,𝑘

+
∑
𝑡 ′>𝑡

𝛾𝑡 ′ ·
𝜕𝑐𝑖,𝑡 ′

𝜕𝑐𝑖,𝑘
(6)

= 𝛾𝐴𝑇𝑇
𝑘 +

∑
𝑡 ′>𝑡

𝛾𝐴𝑇𝑇
𝑡 ′ · 𝜋(𝑡 ′−𝑘)

Unlike Cellini et al. (2010), I do not have a panel data dependent variable, and cannot
identify one 𝑡 for which the estimand 𝛾 𝐼𝑇𝑇

𝑡 = 𝛾𝐴𝑇𝑇
𝑡 . This means that the ceteris paribus

period effects are only identified under the assumption that for some acceptably large 𝑡∗,
𝛾 𝐼𝑇𝑇
𝑡∗ = 𝛾𝐴𝑇𝑇

𝑡∗ . In the analysis, I employ this assumption and test its sensitivity for the
estimates of 𝛾𝐴𝑇𝑇

𝑡 and 𝜃𝐴𝑇𝑇𝜏 . Furthermore, the recursion in equation 6 is valid if politicians
choose to participate in subsequent elections without ever skipping one. If incumbency
advantages are monotonically decreasing, the resulting estimates for the 𝛾𝐴𝑇𝑇

𝑡 are lower
bounds. Additionally, for sufficiently precise estimation of the 𝛾 𝐼𝑇𝑇

𝑡 , conditionally on being
elected 𝑡 − 1 times in the Lower House, politicians must have participated in close elections
afterwards (and a certain share of them must win). I then use these politicians who have
been elected 𝑡 − 1 times to estimate 𝛾 𝐼𝑇𝑇

𝑡 as follows:

log(𝑤𝑖) = 𝛼 + 𝛾 𝐼𝑇𝑇
𝑡 · 1Margin𝑖>0 + 𝜂 · 𝑓 (Margin𝑖) + 𝑋𝑖𝛽 + 𝜖𝑖 (7)

Hence, under the condition that after some 𝑡∗ the incumbency advantage is statistically
not different from zero, and the assumption that 𝛾 𝐼𝑇𝑇

𝑡 = 𝛾𝐴𝑇𝑇
𝑡 for some 𝑡, I can recursively

estimate the 𝛾𝐴𝑇𝑇
𝑡 using equation 6, and compute standard errors using the delta method.

These estimates in turn allow me to estimate the 𝜃𝐴𝑇𝑇𝜏 in equation 2.

4.3 Regression Discontinuity Parameters
All of the estimands in equations 3, 4 and 7 are estimated using a regression discontinuity-
based estimation procedure. I follow Lowes and Montero (2021), by requiring that band-
width selection be effectuated according to the MSE-minimizing procedure in Cattaneo et al.
(2019), where I force the bandwidth to be equal at both sides of the cut-off point. I use a
triangular kernel in the baseline specification, and I report standard errors based on bias-
corrected confidence intervals (Calonico et al., 2015). In robustness analyses, I use other
types of kernels, and use similar fixed as well as flexible bandwidths, e.g. the bandwidth
selection procedure in Imbens and Kalyanaraman (2012). These results are reported in
Appendix A.
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5 Analysis

5.1 Dynamic Returns to Politcs
5.1.1 Descriptive Statistics and Covariate Balance

The regression discontinuity approach implies a random allocation of politician status close
to the threshold with respect to pre-treatment variables, meaning that these pre-treatment
characteristics should be roughly equal in treatment (politician) and control (non-politician)
groups. Following concerns raised about the possible non-randomness of close elections
by Caughey and Sekhon (2011), I use the same logic as do Lowes and Montero (2021),
who estimate the RD-effect on pre-treatment characteristics at the cut-off as well as within
different margins, to investigate patterns of convergence. To investigate the validity of the
RD design, I first show descriptive statistics of the pooled data in Table 7.1, and then show
various pre-determined potential covariates relating to pre-treatment characteristics in Table
7.2. For brevity, I confine the analysis of covariate balance to a dataset with candidates who
have never been elected before. In Appendix A, I also investigate covariate balance tables
for different subsamples.

[Tables 7.1 and 7.2 here]

Table 7.1 shows the descriptive statistics of the dataset. In panel A, I show the newspaper
recommendations. It shows that Catholic, Liberal and Protestant newspaper recommenda-
tions are comparable in frequency, whereas recommendations by Socialist newspapers were
less frequent. These shares correspond roughly to the balance of power in the Dutch po-
litical system. A significant fraction of the candidates, about 40%, was not backed by a
(politically-oriented) newspaper. In panel B, I show demographic characteristics: politicians
are on average 49.4 years old when elected, and live another 22.4 years after an election. The
average turnout in a district was about 2,500, and the average size of the electorate in 1859
was about 12,500. In panel D, the birthplace characteristics, I show certain demographic
factors. The religious denominations roughly represent those of the country as a whole: on
average 62% of the average politicians’ birthplace are Protestants, 35% are Catholic. Simi-
lar numbers apply not only to the birthplaces, but also to the districts they are running for
office in. The average wealth at death of a candidate was about 70,000 guilders, which is
equal to about 6 times a Minister’s salary in 1900, and is about equal to 1 million euros in
present-day terms4.

Table 7.2 shows the distribution of several covariates in the treatment and control groups
for all candidates who have never been elected before. The second to fourth columns show
the sample means, conditional on the absolute value of the margin being < 0.2. The fifth
to seventh columns show sample means conditional on a tighter margin, 0.05. In panel
A, the results show that there is no difference in political affiliation between politicians

4According to the IISG currency conversion tool
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and non-politicians, as evidenced by a balance in newspaper recommendations. Similarly,
elected politicians and their runners-up have comparable demographic characteristics (panel
C). The turnout in the districts is statistically indistinguishable, and so are other district
characteristics (panel E). Some birthplace characteristics, the share of the labor force working
in agriculture and taxes per capita, seem to differ somewhat between politicians and non-
politicians (panel D). However, at the margin, these imbalances between politicians and
runners-up vanish. In Appendix A, I repeat this analysis for other terms.

5.1.2 Returns to a Political Career

In Table 7.3, I show the estimates of equation 3. These estimates correspond to the ”Intent-
to-Treat” (ITT) effect of being elected on personal wealth, implying these are the total
returns to a political career of least one period. The first four columns focus on the candidates
who run for office for the first time. In the first two columns, I show estimates without
covariates under the optimal, and twice the optimal bandwidth. In the third and fourth
column, I add covariates. In the fifth and sixth column, I focus on all candidates who tried
for a second time (after failing the first time), and in columns 7 and 8, I pool all candidates
that, if elected, would be elected for the first time, irrespective of the number of tries.
Columns 5 to 8 include several covariates.

The point estimates are all very similar in magnitude. In column 1, for example, the
point estimate of 1.731 implies that politicians who had just been elected are almost 100,000
1900 guilders wealthier than if they had not been elected. That number is equal to approx.
8 minister’s salaries, and equal to about 1.5 million present-day euros. This was not be-
cause politicians were well-paid: it is significantly more than can be explained by wealth
accumulation through politicians’ formal remuneration. After the 1848 Constitution, politi-
cians received remuneration of 2000 guilders per year (Elzinga, 1985).5 In addition, (former)
members of parliament were awarded a pension (Kan, 1916) of 100 guilders for each active
year in parliament, with a maximum total pension of 2,000 guilders. These numbers are still
far from being able to explain the much higher wealth accumulation among politicians. The
results also approximately match the results obtained in Fisman et al. (2014), who report
an asset growth premium of 5% for politicians relative to their nearly-elected counterparts.
The estimates in column 7, for example, also imply a yearly asset growth premium of about
5%, given that politicians live for another twenty years on average. The results are in the
same order of magnitude as those of Eggers and Hainmueller (2009), who report a coefficient
estimate of around 0.65 for a sample comparable to the sample in column 7 and 8 in Table
7.3.

[Table 7.3 here]
5If we compare these numbers to the work of Van Zanden (1983) and Van Riel (2018), who provide wage

data for different professions in the Netherlands from 1819-1913, we find that the lump sum amounts to
approx. 9 times the yearly wage of an average worker in 1850. Rising wages made this sum equal to about
5 times the average wage in 1890. In Appendix B, I describe politicians’ compensation in more detail.
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The differences in wealth accumulation between elected politicians and runners-up can
also be shown to good effect graphically in Figure 3. I show the estimated conditional
expectation function left and right of the cut-off point for two of the estimates in Table
7.3. The results are conditional on the inclusion of the same covariates as in Table 7.3
and show two settings, one for first triers, and one for all triers, who, if elected, would be
elected for the first time. It becomes clear that the conditional expectation function itself
is volatile, meaning there is no clear relationship between the margin a candidate obtained
at elections and end-of-life wealth in general, as is expected for various reasons. However,
at the cut-off point, there is an evident jump in the conditional expectation function, such
that nearly-elected politicians end up much wealthier than their non-elected counterparts.

[Figure 3 here]

I then decompose these total wealth effect of a political career into various average treat-
ment effects of being elected for the 𝜏’th time, everything else equal. These results are
displayed in Table 7.4. In these analyses, I notably control for the number of elections a can-
didate has already participated in before. I first report coefficient estimates for ITT effects,
and then report the estimate for the average treatment effect on the treated (ATT), using
the recursion defined in equation 2, for 𝑡∗ = {4, 7}6. Standard errors for the estimates of the
ATTs are obtained by the delta method. The obtained estimates are remarkably consistent
for different 𝑡∗: in both reported cases, as well as in the unreported intermediate cases, the
point estimates for the ATT in the first period are statistically significant and hover around
1.1. This number represents the ceteris paribus effect of being elected once on end-of-life
wealth. The effect size corresponds to about 60,000 guilders, equaling 5 minister’s salaries
and the equivalent of about 850,000 contemporary euros. For all other periods, the estimate
of the ATT is close to zero, and never statistically significant, implying the absence of a
discontinuity around the cut-off point.

Strikingly, the ATT effect is insignificantly different from zero for all subsequent elections,
no matter the 𝑡∗. This means that the returns to politics found in Table 7.3 are principally
due to the returns in the first period: politicians do not gain any financial advantage by being
elected two or more times. In Figure 4, I graphically show the robustness of these estimates
for the ATT to 𝑡∗. This figure shows the estimated ATTs and ITTs for being elected for
the 𝜏’th time. These results corroborate that the estimated ATT’s are very similar to the
estimated ITTs, and that the total effects reported in Table 7.3 are mostly due to the effect of
being elected once. This is due to the incumbency advantages being rather small, minimizing
the relevance of future ceteris paribus returns in estimating the present. Thus, after the first
term, any additional terms after a first term do not increase politicians’ end-of-life wealth.
In Appendix A, Tables D.3 and D.4, I confirm that these results are invariant to RDD
parameters such as the kernel or bandwidth chosen. I additionally show invariance to the
definition of the dependent variable in table D.5. I also show the full version of Table 7.4

6The parameter 𝑡∗ is the term for which the estimated ATT is equal to the ITT
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in Table D.6 and show the irrelevancy to bandwidth choice algorithm in Table D.7. In the
remainder of the analysis, I focus on the ITT effect from being elected for the first time,
corresponding to the total return to a political career, and I provide evidence making it more
plausible that these returns are indeed accrued in-office. In what follows, I argue that the
establishment of political parties caused the returns to politics to decrease notably, and I
also consider several alternative explanations.

[Table 7.4 here]

[Figure 4 here]

5.2 The Influence of Political Party Formation
Political parties potentially determine returns to politics. Eggers and Hainmueller (2009)
suggest that political parties and associated party discipline can serve as an additional con-
straint on elected politicians: political party membership can help an individual with political
aspirations get elected by providing a platform, whereas in return, the politician must adhere
to a certain degree of party discipline. Several theoretical studies also model the ability of
the party to control its members in terms of voting for the position favored by the party
(e.g. Eguia, 2011; Iaryczower, 2008; Curto-Grau and Zudenkova, 2018).

Empirically, I can identify the influence of party discipline by exploiting newspaper recom-
mendations to find out politicians’ affiliation, irrespective of whether parties were already es-
tablished. The connection between newspaper recommendations and political allegiance is so
clear that a newspaper recommendation from a particular newspaper is interpreted as party
membership if that particular party had existed at that point in time. In practice, there was a
near one-to-one correspondence between newspapers and political allegiance.7 I estimate the
following specifications for each ℎ ∈ H = {Before Party Formation, After Party Formation}:

log(𝑤𝑖) = 𝛼 + 𝛿 · 1Margin𝑖>0 + 𝜂 · 𝑓 (Margin𝑖) + 𝑋𝑖𝛽 + 𝜖𝑖 (8)

Candidate 𝑖 is in { Before Party Formation } if the election took place before the can-
didate’s party, as indicated by a newspaper recommendation, was formed, and is in { After
Party Formation } otherwise. In the vector 𝑋𝑖, I include newspaper recommendation indi-
cators, so that the estimates are conditional on candidates being recommended by the same
newspaper, thereby relying on variation between individuals of the same political allegiance.

[Table 7.5 here]

In Table 7.5, I report the estimates of specification 8. I again focus on the ITT effect of
being elected into politics for the first time, as the ITT is very close to the ATT-effect, as

7In Appendix C, I describe the connection between newspapers and political parties in detail.
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per the results in the previous section. In the first two columns, I focus on the first try for
the first period, and in the second two columns, I focus on candidates that already tried at
least once, but if elected, would be elected for the first time. The last two columns contain
estimates irrespective of the number of tries. The results show that the point estimate for the
subsample with candidates before party formation is much higher than the point estimate for
the subsample after party formation in all cases. Unsurprisingly, the point estimate for the
subsample under electoral institutions without political parties is somewhat higher than the
point estimates in Table 7.3. The point estimate for the subsample within political parties
is much lower, and again in all cases, fails to attain statistical significance. The difference
between the two point estimates is statistically significant in most cases, including in the
pooled model, and in the first model for first triers. The effects for first triers are somewhat
lower than the effect for other triers. The pooled results (columns 5 and 6) represent an
average of those two effects.

The results are consistent with a vision that political parties are able to constrain politi-
cians, as suggested in Eggers and Hainmueller (2009). The results here show that party
discipline, rather than only serving the party leadership, can also serve another purpose: to
constrain politicians from using their discretion to engage in rent-seeking voting behavior, or
cater their voting behavior to interest groups. However, unlike in Eggers and Hainmueller
(2009), the results in Table 7.5 seem to come from a combination of political parties, and is
not due to the particular organization of one political party, which I show in Appendix A,
Table D.14. In Appendix A, Figure 8, I show placebo tests, estimating the party effect by
artificially varying the year of party establishment and conducting the analysis in equation
8 again. The results show that the effect is the highest and most significant for the actual
year of party establishment. Finally, in Appendix Tables D.15 and D.16, I decompose the
ITT effects described here to the dynamic effects using equation 6. I find that the results are
consistent with the analysis in this section: there seem to be positive returns concentrated
in the first period for politicians outside a political party. On the other hand, the dynamic
returns inside political parties are slightly more complex: while there are no first term re-
turns apparent for this subsample, there is evidence that politicians can accrue returns in
the second and third periods. Because the incumbency advantages for subsequent periods
are relatively small, these effects are subsumed by the null effects in the first period.

5.3 Explanations
5.3.1 In-office rents

The results in section 5.1.2 make it plausible that politicians are able to extract in-office
rents from them holding political office, but only if they have enough discretion, not limited
by a political party. The estimates suggest, however, that they are only able to do so in the
first period, and not in later periods, as politicians who are just-elected for a second time are
not systematically wealthier than politicians who just fail to be elected for a second time.

17



There are various pieces of anecdotal evidence that support these quantitative results. In
1862, during his first term, liberal MP van der Maesen de Sombreff had to step down after
he was implicated in a plot to exempt the province of the district he was representing from
a tax hike. De Jong and Rutjes (2015) document a plot by the local Catholic clergy and
Catholic MP Haffmans, involving the clergy checking whether parishioners voted for him.
In 1874, a law aimed at ending child labor was accepted (Van Den Berg and Vis, 2013).
However, a parliamentary inquiry in 1886 showed that the law was not observed. Observers
blamed this partially on the corruption of politicians themselves having a stake in firms
exploiting child labor (Van Den Berg and Vis, 2013; Wartena, 2003). In 1909, the leadership
of the Protestant ARP was implicated in a scandal involving the award of royal decorations
in exchange for monetary gifts to the party (De Bruijn, 2005). In 1915, in his first term as a
Lower House member, liberal MP De Jong was accused of using his Lower House function and
membership of a committee on the rationing of vegetables to use inside knowledge to gain
personal pecuniary advantages (Kroeze, 2013). An investigation conducted by the liberal
party concluded that De Jong had used his function illegitimately, although refrained from
concluding he had engaged in corruption. About the affair, socialist MP Sannes was quoted
as saying ”we live in an atmosphere which, let me put it mildly, is not very fresh; there is no
man which isn’t convinced that [...] there is being tampered with [...]. Private individuals
[...] always indulge in tampering.”

5.3.2 Indirect Benefits and Selection

It is possible that politicians do not accrue in-office rents, but use politics as a gateway
to more lucrative professions. Several studies (e.g Eggers and Hainmueller, 2009; Amore
and Bennedsen, 2013; Fafchamps and Labonne, 2017; Folke et al., 2017; Cruz et al., 2017)
investigate the existence and magnitude of various other benefits accruing to politicians. It
is therefore plausible that politicians, by virtue of being elected into national politics, are
themselves also more likely to end up in certain positions. Inspired by Amore and Bennedsen
(2013) and Folke et al. (2017), I first investigate whether just-elected politicians are more
likely to undertake certain career paths later in their life compared to their nearly-elected
counterparts. Secondly, I investigate whether the relationship between holding political office
and these career paths changes following party formation.

My empirical strategy aims to find differences in the likelihood of occupying three differ-
ent positions: mayor, working in the financial sector, and working in the colonies. Firstly, a
mayor (Dutch: Burgemeester) is the executive of a municipal administration in the Nether-
lands, an influential position which is not up for democratic election, and the position is also
without substantial oversight and monitoring. For example, municipalities had the discretion
to determine the mayor’s salary (Kaal, 2008). Secondly, I investigate whether just-elected
politicians are more likely to end up in the colonial administration or colonial business in the
Dutch Indies. After the abolition of the Cultuurstelsel (1870), private enterprise in the Dutch
Indies was allowed by the Dutch government, and markets were opened to both Dutch and
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foreign investors. However, private enterprise was still characterized by an extremely coercive
environment, and the economy was still primarily focused on rent extraction, which was now
carried out by private firms rather than the government (Lindblad and Others, 1993; Steegh
et al., 2016; Taselaar, 1998), the benefactors of which were likely individuals at positions in
the colonial administration and colonial business. Thirdly, I investigate whether a political
career gives individuals more access to a career in finance and business in the metropolitan.
The contemporary literature (e.g. Fisman et al., 2014) documents that political connections,
and thus politicians, are valuable to firms. Everything else equal, then, politicians might be
more likely to take up a position in finance and business than nearly-elected non-politicians.

I estimate whether being elected has an influence on the probability of taking up a
career path in one of these three settings using the following specification, for each 𝑗 ∈ 𝐽 =
{Mayor, Colonial, Finance} :

I[ 𝑗𝑖 = 1] = 𝛼 + 𝛿 · 1Margin𝑖>0 + 𝜂 · 𝑓 (Margin𝑖) + 𝑋𝑖𝛽 + 𝜖𝑖 (9)

where I is an indicator indicating whether a candidate worked in 𝑗 after taking part in
an election.

In Table 7.6, I show the RD estimates for the probabilities of candidates for becoming
active (i) in business after their political career vs. all others, (ii) in the colonies after their
political career vs. all others, and (iii) who were active in politics after first being elected in
the Lower House vs. all others. In panel A, I show the unconditional results, and in panel B, I
contrast the results before party formation with the results after party formation. The results
show no evidence for indirect benefits for politicians after a political career: politicians are
not more likely to pursue a career in either business, politics or colonial occupations. The
point estimates are all close to zero, and none of them is statistically significant. In this
respect, the results differ markedly from Eggers and Hainmueller (2009), who document
large career advantages for politicians in a post World War II setting. The results also
contradict a particular kind of incumbency advantage (Lee, 2008), in that politicians are
not more likely to become a mayor afterwards than just-losing candidates. Even though the
mean difference is always positive, there is no evidence of a discontinuous jump around the
threshold determining whether a candidate is elected or not. There is also no discernible
change in this relationship after political party formation. Hence, politicians aren’t able to
find new ways of accumulating returns to politics, after constraints on in-office behavior were
established by political parties.

These results can also be interpreted as absence of selection-based trends in the candidate
pool following political party formation: there is no evidence that candidates are more likely
to pursue any of these three career paths after political party formation. This runs counter
to a selection-based explanation of the findings in section 5.2, and indicates that politicians
with similar aspirations and abilities were in the candidate pool before and after political
party formation. I also offer more explicit evidence on the stationarity of the candidate pool
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around the moments of party formation in Appendix A, Table D.13, and confirm that there
are little to no systematic differences between the candidate pool for several years before
and after party formation. Altogether, this implies that the candidate pool before and after
party formation was roughly similar in terms of pre-treatment characteristics, but also in
terms of choices and opportunities for a post-politics career, and that selection-related issues
are unlikely to be responsible for the observed differences.

[Table 7.6 here]

To further investigate the pattern of returns, I also consider differences between returns
to politics for young versus old politicians. If the indirect benefits channel is active, younger
politicians must have been able to accrue more returns over their lifetime than relatively older
politicians. According to this explanation, the total effects of a political career should be
larger for younger politicians than for older politicians. I investigate this issue in Appendix
A, Table D.8. These results show that if anything, the opposite is true: the returns seem
to be stronger for politicians who are older than the median age, although they seem to
be somewhat spread out over the entire age range. The results can however be rendered
spurious if younger politicians chose to accumulate wealth in different ways, for instance, by
consuming more. In Appendix Table D.9, I investigate this by comparing young politicians
who died young and who did not. I find that there is no difference between these groups,
implying that such an explanation is unlikely, and that the observed difference between
young and old politicians is likely genuine. In any case, there is no evidence that younger
politicians have been accruing systematically more benefits than older politicians. I conclude
that there is no evidence that younger politicians obtain more returns from politics than older
politicians, and hence, there is no evidence for a mechanism implying indirect benefits to a
political career.

Finally, there is also a concern that the pattern of results may be due to selection in
electoral dynamics. Concretely, if the electorate can (partially) detect rent-seeking type
politicians (Besley and Case, 1995), then, after observing their activity for one period, this
type of politician may be voted out, such that only ’honest’ politicians remain in the political
arena. I address this concern in Appendix A, Tables D.10, D.11, and D.12. This type of
explanation implies that the correlation between personal wealth and the probability of
reelection, candidacy or recommendation given candidacy, is negative. In fact, empirically,
these correlations are mostly positive after the first and second periods, and insignificantly
different from zero for others, making it unlikely that these dynamics play a role. In short,
this shows that selection concerns towards honest or non-rent-seeking politicians, coming
from either the electorate, political parties, or candidates themselves, are unlikely to play a
large role.
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5.3.3 Suffrage Extensions

In the period of investigation, suffrage extension played a central role in the political debate
(Van Der Kolk et al., 2018). After a failed attempt to extend the franchise in 1872, it
became increasingly clear that the coupling of suffrage to taxation excluded too high a
proportion of the electorate. The attempt was hampered by the fact that Protestant and
Catholic politicians required the position of Christian education to be taken into account
into a new Constitutional revision, whereas the liberals wanted to only extend the franchise
and decouple suffrage from taxation (Van Den Berg and Vis, 2013). In 1887, following a
constitutional revision, the criterion based on taxes paid were augmented by a host of other
criteria, including the notoriously vague stipulations of ”fitness” and ”societal standing”
(Van Der Kolk et al., 2018). After again a failed attempt in 1892, an attempt in 1896 have
turned out to be more fertile. The proposals introduced two new criteria for suffrage: paying
direct a certain amount of income, land or wealth taxation, and a miscellaneous category
called ’declaration’, which included paying a certain amount of rent, passing certain exams,
or having savings or a pension. As the incomes of the Dutch population steadily rose, while
the franchise requirements remained static, this also made that more and more inhabitants
were enfranchised (Van Der Kolk et al., 2018). In the elections of 1897, about 575,000 men
were enfranchised. This number rose to close to 1 million men in 1913, i.e. 50% of the
male population. In 1917, universal male suffrage was implemented, and in 1918 universal
suffrage.

Suffrage extensions could have impacted the equilibrium returns to politics in various
ways. There are theoretical and empirical studies (Lizzeri and Persico, 2004; Persson and
Tabellini, 2004; Aidt and Mooney, 2014) that imply that suffrage extension can reduce rent-
seeking behavior of politicians, mainly because politicians face stronger electoral incentives
from a broader share of the population. To empirically investigate whether and to what
extent suffrage extensions have been a key driver of the results, I estimate specification 3
while splitting the sample into before and after the various suffrage extensions. This way,
I estimate the difference of political rents in elections before significant suffrage expansions,
elections after a partially liberalized regime (between 1887 and 1897) and elections after a
regime strongly resembling universal suffrage (after 1897). The results are displayed in Table
7.7.

[Table 7.7]

The results show that there are significant and positive returns to politics in the first
period. Between the first and the second periods, there is no discernible difference between
estimated returns to politics before and after the suffrage extensions, although both point
estimates for the period before 1887 are significant, whereas the point estimates for the period
between 1887 and 1896 are not. In all of the first four models, however, the point estimates
hover around unity, and are not statistically significantly different from each other. The
point estimates are comparable in magnitude with the point estimates shown in previous

21



sections. In Table 7.3, I implicitly took this differential into account by estimating the
results conditional on suffrage regime (1848-1887, 1887-1896, 1896-1917). In so far as an
increase in suffrage extension implies an increase in monitoring on the part of the (enlarged)
electorate, these results contradict the hypotheses posed by Querubin et al. (2011), who argue
that increased monitoring is primarily responsible for rent extraction. On the other hand,
the results in the last two column show a statistically significant negative effect for being
politically active after 1897. The results, however, could be due to the fact that political
parties were already in existence, implying a reduced possibility to obtain in-office returns.
The relatively low salary then, would make it that there are positive opportunity costs to
working in politics as opposed to elsewhere.

I investigate graphically whether this change in equilibrium returns to politics is driven
by the expansion of the franchise, or whether it is an artifact of the aforementioned political
party effects. If the change in returns is due to franchise extension, then the results should
show a sharp drop in equilibrium rents following the 1897 expansion. I investigate whether
the temporal pattern of equilibrium returns around the introduction of the 1897 franchise
expansion in Figure 5. I plot the estimate of the ”ITT” returns after a variable cut-off point.
These serve as placebo tests for a possible structural break in the treatment effect centered
around 1897.

These estimates show that the returns have stayed more or less stable over a long period
of time, and that there is no sudden change following the suffrage extension of 1887. On the
other hand, there is some evidence that the suffrage extension in 1897 coincides with the
sharp drop in returns to politics from 1897 onward. The estimates are strongly indicative of
the conjecture that the increase in the electorate after the 1897 franchise extension made it
even more difficult for politicians to accrue returns to politics, pushing the point estimate
consistently down to zero, even though these estimates are not statistically different from
zero at the 95% level. Strictly speaking, the estimates show a drop after I confine the dataset
to elections that took place from 1894 onward, but the effect is strongest after the suffrage
extension in 1897, and stabilizes afterwards. On the other hand, 1894 represents the moment
at which all major political parties had been formed. It is therefore difficult to conclude that
these results are exclusively due to franchise extension.

[Figure 5 here]

5.3.4 Constant Marginal Returns

The results in the previous sections show that politicians are only able to accrue returns to
politics in the first period of political activity, after which a political career does not help
in obtaining a financial advantage relative to careers outside of politics. In other words, the
marginal returns to politics are likely diminishing. This result in itself contradicts various
explanations of the returns to politics found in the literature. For example, in a present-
day context, there is evidence that politicians can obtain rents by using insider information
(Bourveau et al., 2021) or influencing public procurement (Baltrunaite, 2020). These and
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similar mechanisms imply that politicians can do this in principle at any moment in their
career, not just in the first period. Hence, the results shown above are inconsistent with
these explanations.

A possible reconciliation of these mechanisms with the regression discontinuity results
described above could be that the regression discontinuity estimates are interpretable as local
average treatment effects (Angrist and Imbens, 1995), rather than global effects. Recall that
the estimated effects are for politicians with potential outcomes such that they won or lost
with a small margin. Suppose a politician has only limited political capital to engage in
rent-seeking activities (à la Curto-Grau and Zudenkova (2018)), and has the possibility to
deplete this over multiple periods if elected again, but it is uncertain whether they will
be elected a second time (indicated by the small margin the first time). Then, it makes
sense to deplete the bulk of that capital during the first period. Moreover, the results in
Appendix Tables D.15 and D.16 also suggest that the amount of discipline parties exert
over politicians might not be constant: these results suggest that within political parties,
politicians can accrue personal returns in the second and third period of political activity.
This might indicate that relatively new politicians are effectively disciplined, but as soon as
their influence increases, they might wield more power vis-à-vis parties, allowing them to
exercise discretion again in subsequent periods. Similarly, politicians who anticipate the end
of their Lower House career (see e.g. Besley and Case, 1995; Lopez, 2003) might no longer
be disciplined by political parties. Finally, I cannot rule out that statistical power could be
an issue: given the lower sample size of second-term or third-term candidates, it becomes
progressively more difficult to identify effects of further terms.

6 Conclusion
This study investigated the returns to politics in a context of changing political institutions.
I find that there is a convincing and robust causal effect of becoming politically active on
end-of-life wealth, corroborating several other studies (Eggers and Hainmueller, 2009; Fisman
et al., 2014). Using the methodology of Cellini et al. (2010), I then investigate the pattern of
these returns by exploiting the repeated quasi-random assignment of political office among
candidates being elected once, twice, and more often. This allows me to obtain a marginal
return curve to additional term of political office. I find that politicians can only accrue
returns from political office in their first term. These returns are of a significant magnitude.
They are equal to about 6-8 times a minister’s salary, depending on the point estimate, and
cannot be explained by the formal remuneration of politicians. In the second term and later
terms, the end-of-life wealth of politicians is insignificantly different from candidates who
failed to be elected by a small margin, indicating that these returns are due to politicians’
being elected for the first time.

Next, I turn to the question of how changing political institutions change the equilibrium
returns to politics. I firstly focus on an explanation implied in Eggers and Hainmueller
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(2009), who hint that the existence of political parties (not) being able to discipline their
members might be an important determinant of political rents. By exploiting newspaper
recommendations, allowing me to identify a candidate’s allegiance before political parties
actually existed, I contrast the returns to politics within and outside the regime of political
parties. I find that the results show up chiefly in the periods in which parties aren’t formed.
In contrast to Eggers and Hainmueller (2009), the results do not come from one particular
party. These results show that political parties, by quickly monopolizing the political arena,
leaving very little space for independent candidates, and subsequently introducing party
discipline, have successfully constrained politicians’ rent-seeking behavior.

The combined findings imply that returns to politics are in-office rents, and show that
party discipline is the primary determinant. This view is supported by anecdotal evidence
of corruption cases documented by historians (Kroeze, 2013). Most of these cases feature
members of parliament in their first term. I also consider alternative explanations to the
in-office rents explanation. Apart from anecdotal evidence, this is evident from their pro-
fessional careers after political office. In particular, I find no evidence that the returns are
accrued out-of-office by an increased probability to work as a mayor, in the colonies, or in
finance after holding office (cf. Mattozzi and Merlo, 2008). Similarly, I investigate whether
the result is due to dynamic selection (Besley, 2005), a different pool of candidates following
the establishment of political parties. Judging by ex-ante characteristics as well as by career
paths, I find there is no evidence for selection playing a role. Finally, I investigate whether
suffrage extensions, potentially confounding the estimates of the effect of political parties,
plays an important role. I find that the returns to political office do not change as a result of
suffrage extensions, and that the returns to politics are more or less stationary. I also argue
against explanations that imply a constant marginal return curve to politics, e.g. insider
trading (Bourveau et al., 2021).

The results strongly suggest that politicians were able to realize returns to a political
career within office, but that this is contingent on there being no political parties. Whereas
economists and political historians usually interpret political parties as incarnations of po-
litical groups with similar ideologies or aggregators of policy preferences (De Jong, 2001;
De Rooy, 2014; Persson and Tabellini, 2002; Ferreira and Gyourko, 2009), this paper is
consistent with a complementary rationale for political parties: they served as mechanisms
to constrain rent-seeking behavior. Plausibly, political parties have enough leverage over
politicians to discipline their voting behavior (Grossman and Helpman, 2005), thereby lim-
iting catering to interest groups. The results furthermore suggest that returns to politics are
realized in the first period of political activity, although I cannot exclude the results reflect
an absence of statistical power. This seems to imply decreasing returns to a political career.

The findings confirm widespread views about nineteenth-century European politics as
being dominated by a wealthy, oligarchical elite, subject to few constraints. However, despite
many studies arguing that politicians were subject to constraints from the electorate, for
example in the form of the threat of revolution or other unrest (e.g. Acemoglu and Robinson,
2000; Aidt and Franck, 2019), this paper finds no evidence for a strong effect of suffrage
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extensions and increases in the size of the electorate on politicians’ rent-seeking behavior. In
comparison to these electoral repsonsiveness-hypotheses, the results of this paper show that
party discipline was much more important in curbing politicians’ behavior.

This study raises several issues for future research. First, it is unclear why there are
only returns to a first term in political office, and these returns seem to disappear for later
terms. Second, an interesting question is whether there can be found direct evidence for
catering to interest groups in a historical setting, as was shown in contemporary settings
(Baltrunaite, 2020; Bourveau et al., 2021). Third, given the important role of political parties
in both democratization and in disciplining politicians, both theoreticians and empiricists
could focus on what allowed political parties to obtain enough leverage over politicians to be
able to discipline them, and whether this helped political parties in obtaining more votes.
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7 Tables and Figures Main Text

7.1 Tables

Table 7.1: Descriptive Statistics

Mean SD Min Max N

Panel A: Newspaper Recommendations
Rec.: Protestant 0.16 0.37 0.00 1.00 6197
Rec.: Liberal 0.19 0.39 0.00 1.00 6197
Rec.: Socialist 0.06 0.24 0.00 1.00 6197
Rec: Catholic 0.18 0.38 0.00 1.00 6197

Panel B: Demographic Characteristics Politicians
Lifespan 19.82 10.42 0.06 39.99 4389
Age at Election 49.32 11.35 1.41 106.51 4690
Year of Death 1902.32 23.31 1837.00 1986.00 4993
Year of Election 1880.61 19.88 1848.00 1918.00 6197

Panel C: Election Characteristics
Log Turnout 7.98 0.92 5.70 11.85 6197
Log Turnout Previous 7.88 0.92 5.81 11.85 5747
Log Population 1859 9.43 1.87 0.00 12.03 4058

Panel D: Birthplace Characteristics
Share Protestant 0.62 0.25 0.00 1.00 3879
Share Catholic 0.35 0.26 0.00 1.00 3879
Labor Force Share Agricul. 0.06 0.12 0.00 0.62 4022
Labor Force Share Industry 0.19 0.10 0.00 0.59 4022
Taxes Per Capita 1859 4.06 1.60 0.37 7.27 4008
Taxes Per Capita 1889 4.95 1.61 0.67 10.34 4022
Distance to the Hague 91.17 65.26 0.00 250.00 4700

Panel E: District Characteristics
Share Protestant 0.64 0.26 0.00 1.00 5780
Share Catholic 0.33 0.27 0.00 1.00 5780
Labor Force Share Agricul. 0.06 0.09 0.00 0.47 5916
Labor Force Share Industry 0.22 0.10 0.00 0.60 5916

Panel F: Ex-Post Characteristics
Log Deflated Wealth 11.17 2.25 0.00 15.05 2893
Age of Death 71.45 10.27 38.04 99.80 4709

Panel G: Party and Career Characteristics
Election After ARP 0.56 0.50 0.00 1.00 6197
Election After RK 0.30 0.46 0.00 1.00 6197
Election After Lib 0.46 0.50 0.00 1.00 6197
Liberal 0.30 0.46 0.00 1.00 6197
Protestant 0.24 0.43 0.00 1.00 6197
Catholic 0.09 0.29 0.00 1.00 6197

Panel H: Career Paths
Profession: Business 0.01 0.11 0.00 1.00 4711
Profession: Mayor 0.05 0.21 0.00 1.00 4711
Profession: Colonial 0.02 0.14 0.00 1.00 4711

Note: This table shows descriptive statistics for all observations. In panel
A, I show newspaper recommendations for each major political faction. Panel
B discusses demographic characteristics, and panel C discusses characteristics
related to elections. Panels D and E contain birthplace and district character-
istics. Panel F contains ex-post variables and Panel G and H contain several
variables related to party and career characteristics.
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Table 7.2: Covariate Balance - First Term

Margin < 0.2 Margin < 0.05
Politicians Non-Politicians p-val. Politicians Non-Politicians p-val. RD Estimate (SD)

Panel A: Newspaper Recommendations
Rec.: Protestant 0.13 0.12 0.855 0.12 0.11 0.759 -0.175 (0.043)
Rec.: Liberal 0.14 0.10 0.036** 0.14 0.06 0.012** 0.034 (0.053)
Rec.: Socialist 0.08 0.07 0.760 0.07 0.13 0.106 0.007 (0.035)
Rec: Catholic 0.11 0.11 0.844 0.11 0.09 0.563 -0.163 (0.046)

Panel B: Demographic Characteristics
Lifespan 21.55 21.92 0.669 22.55 20.79 0.286 1.915 (1.520)
Age at Election 45.93 45.08 0.349 44.93 44.92 0.998 2.246 (1.572)
Year of Death 1904.22 1899.64 0.015** 1905.69 1900.02 0.108 4.047 (3.617)
Year of Election 1880.31 1876.81 0.009*** 1881.05 1879.42 0.529 -0.204 (2.495)

Panel C: Election Characteristics
Log Turnout 7.88 7.81 0.178 7.84 7.83 0.917 -0.568 (0.133)
Log Turnout Previous 7.82 7.70 0.042** 7.84 7.81 0.790 -0.424 (0.118)

Panel D: Birthplace Characteristics
Log Population 1859 9.52 9.63 0.586 9.33 9.70 0.319 -0.153 (0.335)
Share Protestant 0.63 0.63 0.858 0.63 0.55 0.125 0.019 (0.040)
Share Catholic 0.34 0.33 0.783 0.34 0.41 0.189 -0.013 (0.042)
Labor Force Share Agricul. 0.05 0.04 0.019** 0.06 0.03 0.002*** 0.007 (0.017)
Labor Force Share Industry 0.20 0.19 0.173 0.20 0.19 0.796 -0.011 (0.016)
Taxes Per Capita 1859 4.03 4.36 0.018** 3.68 4.57 0.001*** -0.040 (0.277)
Taxes Per Capita 1889 4.89 5.26 0.007*** 4.71 5.42 0.008*** -0.001 (0.247)
Distance to the Hague 95.24 89.69 0.325 106.59 90.60 0.148 6.476 (9.331)

Panel E: District Characteristics
Share Protestant 0.63 0.62 0.774 0.60 0.55 0.190 -0.004 (0.032)
Share Catholic 0.34 0.35 0.697 0.37 0.43 0.182 0.014 (0.033)
Labor Force Share Agricul. 0.06 0.07 0.206 0.06 0.05 0.178 0.020 (0.014)
Labor Force Share Industry 0.21 0.22 0.218 0.20 0.21 0.577 -0.004 (0.012)

Note: The table contains means for various sets of variables conditioned on the absolute margin being < 0.2 (left panel) and <0.05
(right panel). The first two columns represent the means for subsequent politicians and non-politicians respectively, and the third col-
umn shows the p-value of a Welch two-sample t-test. The last column shows the local non-parametric RD estimate, estimated by the
procedure in Cattaneo et al. (2019). HC-Robust standard errors are shown between brackets. Significance is indicated by *: p < 0.1,
**: p < 0.05, ***: p < 0.01.
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Table 7.3: Main RD Estimates - 1st Term

First Triers Second Triers All Triers
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Coefficient (ITT) 1.731 1.861 2.041 2.123 1.446 1.256 0.995 0.754
SE (BC) (0.716)* (0.539)*** (0.784)** (0.600)*** (0.910) (0.716)* (0.496)** (0.377)**
Mean DV Treated (1%) 12.849 12.849 12.901 12.901 11.059 11.059 12.375 12.375
Mean DV Control (1%) 10.193 10.193 10.887 10.887 9.759 9.759 10.706 10.706
N (Politicians) 103 103 86 86 65 65 295 295
N (Non-Politicians) 172 172 158 158 182 182 774 774
Bandwidth Optimal 2x Optimal Optimal 2x Optimal Optimal 2x Optimal Optimal 2x Optimal

Note: Table showing Bias-corrected standard errors clustered at the individual-level. The first two columns show uni-
variate regressions under the optimal MSE bandwidth, and twice the optimal bandwidth. In columns 3 and 4, selected
covariates are added, in particular, covariates that seemed to be unbalanced at the 2% cutoff. In particular, the regression
controls for birthplace population, birthplace characteristics, age at election, and socialist recommendations. In addition,
I control for politicians’ lifespan. Columns 5 and 6 focus on second-triers and columns 7 and 8 pool all attempts. *: p <
0.10, **: p < 0.05, ***: p < 0.01.
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Table 7.4: ATT estimates for different 𝑡∗

t=1 t=2 t=3 t=4 t=5 t=6 t=7
Panel A: t* = 4

Coefficient (ITT) 1.062 0.342 0 -0.685
SE (ITT) (0.399)*** (0.611) (0.613) (0.633)
Coefficient (ATT) 0.997 0.283 -0.053 -0.685
SE (ATT) (0.492)** (0.704) (0.661) (0.633)
N Treated 295 219 172 141
N Control 774 145 98 78
Mean DV Treated 12.375 11.709 11.594 12.224
Mean DV Control 11.004 10.505 11.944 12.677

Panel B: t* = 7
Coefficient (ITT) 1.062 0.342 0 -0.685 0.746 -0.129 -0.771
SE (ITT) (0.399)*** (0.611) (0.613) (0.633) (0.937) (0.562) (0.83)
Coefficient (ATT) 0.997 0.282 -0.054 -0.686 0.672 -0.189 -0.771
SE (ATT) (0.574)* (0.785) (0.762) (0.769) (1.016) (0.627) (0.83)
N Treated 295 219 172 141 101 75 52
N Control 774 145 98 78 43 42 23
Mean DV Treated 12.375 11.709 11.594 12.224 11.657 12.194 12.112
Mean DV Control 11.004 10.505 11.944 12.677 11.997 13.187 13.103

Note: Table showing coefficients effects of stints {1, …, 𝑡∗} under different 𝑡∗ ∈ {4, 7}.
All the ATT coefficients are derived and recursively computed from ITT coefficients,
which are in turn estimated using the methodology in (Cattaneo et al., 2019) using MSE-
optimal bandwidth. Standard errors are calculated using the delta method. The esti-
mates in both panels control for birthplace population, birthplace characteristics, age at
election, newspaper recommendations (party). *: p < 0.10, **: p < 0.05, ***: p < 0.01.
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Table 7.5: Estimates In and Out-Party

First Triers Other Triers All Triers
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Coefficient (Without Party) 1.167 1.186 1.493 1.504 1.282 1.304
SE (Without Party) (0.573)** (0.568)** (0.912)* (0.913)* (0.527)*** (0.531)***
Coefficient (Within Party) -0.694 -0.577 0.007 0.053 -0.259 -0.160
SE (Within Party) (0.745) (0.735) (0.727) (0.756) (0.543) (0.570)
p-value Difference 0.058 0.074 0.272 0.458 0.09 0.122
Mean DV Treated 12.123 12.123 12.002 12.002 12.086 12.086
Mean DV Control 10.355 10.355 10.727 10.727 10.494 10.494
N Treated 207 210 120 120 327 330
N Control 485 491 286 292 771 783
Bandwidth Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal

Note: The table shows RD estimates using the MSE-optimal bandwidth (Cattaneo et al., 2019).
The Dependent Variable is Log(1+Personal Wealth). I report bias-corrected standard errors. The
first two columns show estimates of the returns for the first-triers for the first stint, the second
two estimates the returns for the second stint, and the third pair shows the results for all triers.
Columns (1), (3) and (5) contain estimates with covariates including party, lifespan, number of
votes, age, and number of candidates. Columns (2), (4) and (6) control for number of tries, party,
district economic composition and total amount of votes. *: p < 0.1, **: p < 0.05, ***: p < 0.01.
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Table 7.6: RD Estimates of Being Elected on Career Paths

Finance Colonial Mayor
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Panel A: Unconditional Estimates
Coefficient 0.002 0.003 0.001 0.000 -0.007 -0.020
SE (BC) (0.021) (0.021) (0.030) (0.029) (0.031) (0.030)
Mean DV Treated (1%) 0.062 0.059 0.062 0.059 0.000 0.000
Mean DV Control (1%) 0.028 0.028 0.056 0.056 0.042 0.042
N (Politicians) 587 593 587 593 587 593
N (Non-Politicians) 1112 1126 1112 1126 1112 1126
Bandwidth Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal

Panel B: Before and After Party Establishment
Coefficient (Before Party) 0.017 0.018 0.002 0.004 -0.001 -0.003
SE (Before Party) (0.035) (0.035) (0.044) (0.045) (0.034) (0.034)
Coefficient (After Party) -0.031 -0.023 0.005 0.000 -0.023 -0.049
SE (After Party) (0.027) (0.028) (0.026) (0.025) (0.054) (0.053)
Mean DV Treated (1%) 0.062 0.059 0.062 0.059 0.000 0.000
Mean DV Control (1%) 0.028 0.028 0.056 0.056 0.042 0.042
N (Politicians) 587 593 587 593 587 593
N (Non-Politicians) 1112 1126 1112 1126 1112 1126
Bandwidth Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal

Note: Table showing the effect of being elected into politics on three future career paths:
taking up a position in finance (business), continuing in non-lower house politics (as a mayor),
and taking up a career in the colonies. Bias-corrected and Robust standard errors clustered at
the individual-level. All effects are estimated under the MSE-optimal bandwidth. I use two
sets of covariates: first, I control for total amount of votes, age, newspaper recommendations
and economic and demographic composition of the district. Second, I control for newspaper
recommendations, the number of tries, and the economic and demographic composition of
the candidate’s birthplace. *: p < 0.10, **: p < 0.05, ***: p < 0.01.
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Table 7.7: RD Estimates of Being Elected on Personal Wealth Before/After Suffrage Exten-
sions

Before 1887 Between 1887-1897 After 1897
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Coefficient (ITT) 1.376 1.328 1.395 1.440 -1.471 -0.849
SE (BC) (0.562)*** (0.575)** (1.181) (1.338) (0.789)** (0.874)
Mean DV Treated (1%) 12.342 12.342 12.780 12.780 10.274 10.274
Mean DV Control (1%) 10.904 10.904 9.792 9.792 11.572 11.572
N Treated 147 148 48 48 64 64
N Control 431 436 117 117 73 73
Bandwidth Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal

Note: Table showing the effect of being elected into politics on personal end-of-life wealth.
The dependent variable is Log(1+Wealth at Death). The estimates show Bias-corrected and
Robust standard errors clustered at the individual-level. All effects are estimated under the
MSE-optimal bandwidth. I use two sets of covariates: in columns (1), (3) and (5) I con-
trol for birtplace population, and demographics, and newspaper recommendations (party).
In columns (2), (4) and (6) I control for number of tries, birthplace demographics, district
demographics and number of tries. *: p < 0.10, **: p < 0.05, ***: p < 0.01.
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7.2 Figures

Figure 1: Close Elections Per District

Amount of Close Elections in Each District, 1848-1917 
 Including Future Politicians
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Figure shows the regional spread of elections for the full sample and for the full sample
excluding politicians. Since district composition is not static, but changes over time, the

data is aggregated to, and displayed as the situation in 1895.
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Figure 2: Close Elections over Time
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The left panel of the figure shows the count of close elections over time, indicating that
they are distributed relatively evenly over time. The right panel shows the cumulative

number of new (i.e. never seen before) candidates over time.
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Figure 3: Estimates of Returns to Politics
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Figure 4: ITTs and ATTs for different 𝑡∗
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A Robustness Checks

A.1 Covariate Balance
In Table D.1, I show the covariate balance, but now only for the individuals who attempted
their first try. This table is qualitatively very similar to the results in the main text: there
seems to be an imbalance on various characteristics far away from the cut-off point, as
there is no reason politicians and non-politicians are elected randomly with respect to these
characteristics. At the margin, however, the RD estimates show that there is no jump in any
of these covariates, as evidenced by the lack of statistical significance of the RD estimates.
Hence, covariate balance also holds in this subgroup.

[Table D.1 Here]

In Table D.2, I show the covariate balance for the RD analyses of second period rents.
Nearly all variables are balanced around the margin, indicated by the absence of significant
RD estimates, except for the estimates of political allegiance: after already having been
elected once, politicians are more likely to have received a recommendation from a socialist
or liberal-oriented newspaper than their runners-up. Even though balanced in the first term,
in the second term, so conditional on having been elected already, socialists and liberals have
an increased tendency to be reelected. As for implications for the analysis of personal wealth,
differences in wealth between politicians of different political allegiances are controlled for in
all concerned analyses.

[Table D.2 Here]

A.2 Sensitivity to RD Parameters
I estimate the results in Table 7.3 using flexible bandwidth and different covariates and
report the results in Table D.3. The results are qualitatively extremely similar to the results
in the main text, and show significance in all cases. The magnitude of the effect is also very
similar. I thus conclude that the results are invariant to the specific choice of the bandwidth
parameter chosen.

[Table D.3 here]

I also estimate the results in Table 7.3 using different kernel choices. The default kernel
is a triangular kernel, but I also estimate the results using the Yepanechnikov and uniform
kernels in Table D.4. The results are again extremely similar to the results in the main text.
The estimates are therefore independent of the precise kernel used.

[Table D.4 here]
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In addition, I investigate the sensitivity of the main results to the dependent variable
definition. In particular, I use the inverse hyperbolic sine, as suggested by Bellemare and
Wichman (2020). The results, displayed in table D.5 are insensitive to this specification and
very similar to the main results.

[Table D.5 here]

Similarly, I display the results similar to Table 7.4 but for all 𝑡∗ ∈ {4, 5, 6, 7}. In the main
text, I included an excerpt from this Table, for only 𝑡∗ ∈ {4, 7}. This table shows the full
results. The full results corroborate that the average treatment effect is only statistically
distinguishable from zero in the first period. This is confirmed, irrespective of the actual
value of 𝑡∗.

[Table D.6 here]

I also estimate these results using flexible bandwidths. The results using flexible band-
widths are in Table D.7.

[Table D.7]

The results are displayed in Table D.7. These results are also qualitatively very similar
to the results in the main text, indicating that the results are not an artifact of the RDD
parameters. According to these results, just-elected politicians accumulate about 130,000
guilders more wealth than nearly-elected losing contenders, a magnitude very comparable
to the magnitude of the effect in the main text. The results show the familiar pattern in
that there is a significant first-period effect, and the effects for all the other periods however
around the zero, while never being statistically significant.

Graphically, I also display Figure 6, but now using flexible bandwidths and a different
set of covariates. The results of this analysis show the same pattern as in the figure in the
main text: there is a significant ceteris paribus effect in the first period, but not in the other
periods, irrespective of what 𝑡∗ is used to identify the estimates. The shape of the figure is
also very similarly qualitatively, in that the results seem to hover around zero for all periods
after the first period, and never attain significance.

[Figure 6 here]

A.3 Young vs. Old Politicians
In Table D.8, I investigate the difference in estimates between young (e.g. aged younger
than the median) and old (older than the median) politicians. The idea is if the returns
are not collected in office, but outside of office, younger politicians should have longer to
accrue the benefits, and hence the total (ITT) returns from a political career should be
higher. The results show that if anything, the opposite is the case: the effects seem to be
concentrated among the part of the sample that is aged above the median age when taking
part in elections.
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[Table D.8 here]

These results could potentially still be due to benefits if young politicians have chosen to
consume more of their income or rents as a result of being elected into political office, ren-
dering the end-of-life estimates spurious. To this end, I use quasi-exogenous variation in the
timing of death to investigate whether this is the case. A human capital-based explanation
should find that young politicians who died young, and did not change their consumption
pattern, should have had higher returns than young politicians who died old, who might
have. Table D.9 investigates this issue.

[Table D.9 here]

Even though the point estimates for the candidates who died young are consistently lower
than the point estimates for the candidates who died later, the estimates are not statistically
significant. This means that a consumption-based explanation of the findings in table D.8
is unlikely, and consequently, that a human capital-based explanation is unlikely.

A.4 Selection of Non Rent-Seeking Politicians
In section 5.3.2, I argued against selection of non-corrupt politicians as an explanation for
the observed pattern of dynamic returns. In Table D.10, I estimate the correlation between
personal wealth and the probability of being election in the 𝑛’th election, after having been
elected 𝑛 − 1 times. According to this explanation, the correlation between personal wealth
and being elected for the 𝑛’th time after having been elected 𝑛 − 1 times should be nega-
tive, since after observing politicians’ corruption, the electorate is able to filter out corrupt
politicians, as in several asymmetric information and moral hazard-based models (Besley
and Case, 1995).

[Table D.10 here]

The actual results show a positive correlation for the first two elections, whereas the
subsequent correlation is insignificant. Only in the fourth election after having been elected
three times, there is a significant negative relationship between the personal wealth of the
candidate and the probability of getting reelected. The results are likely to be an upper
bound on the true correlation, as existing wealth differences due to the returns to political
rent-seeking accumulating over time and increasing wealth differences between corrupt and
non-corrupt politicians.

I repeat the same exercise, but instead of investigating election wins, I investigate the
probability of election candidacy, and the probability of candidacy and being recommended
by a newspaper. The intuition is that selection might also occur from the side of political
parties. In anticipation that parties supposedly filter out rent-seeking politicians, candidates
might not attempt to run for office again. Alternatively, parties might not accord rent-
seeking candidates a recommendation again, making them less-likely to be elected (or even
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to be closely elected). These explanations imply a negative correlation between personal
wealth and the probability of either of these events occurring. The results are shown in
tables D.11 and D.12.

[Tables D.11 and D.12 here]

The results show either no, or a positive correlation between wealth and the probability
of candidacy, again indicating that a selection-explanation is unlikely, be it selection by the
electorate, or selection by political parties, or selection by rent-seeking candidates themselves.

A.5 No Change In Candidate Pool Before and After Party For-
mation

In Table D.13, I compare the candidate pool before and after the introduction of political
parties. I focus on candidates that were recommended by newspapers, so as to know their
potential party status if there were political parties. The results show that on the whole,
there is no difference between the candidate pools 5 years before and after the introduction
of the political party of their respective allegiance.

[Table D.13 here]

There are some differences in the groups, most notably with respect to socialist candidacy,
which is occurring more frequently after parties have been formed. Apparently, this goes at
the detriment of Catholic candidacy, which occurs less after parties have been introduced.
Similarly, there are some minor differences in demographic characteristics, and to a lesser
degree, average characteristics of the district in which the elections are organized. All of
these, however, are unlikely to have an influence on the results established in section 5.2,
partially because I control for many of these imbalances in the analysis of post and pre-party
returns to politics.

A.6 Party Formation Effect Per Party
In Table D.14, I show the within-without party effect reported in Table 7.5 separately for
every party ∈ {Catholic, Liberal, Protestant}. The results show that the result in the main
text is mainly due to Protestant and Liberal parties, whereas the estimates for returns to
politics for Catholic politicians are negative in the period without parties, and very uncertain
afterwards. The latter is likely an artefact of the relatively small sample size.

[Table D.14 here]

The magnitude of the effects are consistent under two different set of covariates, indi-
cating that covariate imbalance is unlikely to be a problem. Compared to the main text,
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the effects are somewhat larger, consistent with the intuition that the result is a weighted
average of these per-party results, where the estimates for Liberal and Protestant returns are
counterweighted by the (negative) returns for Catholic politicians. The results might also
have to do with the particular form of party organization among Catholics: unlike protes-
tant and liberals, who had formal parties modeled after the English model, Catholics have
adhered to a looser form of party organization until relatively late in the nineteenth century,
in part due to internal divisions among Catholic politicians.

A.7 Dynamic Effects In- and Out-Party
In Tables D.15 and D.16, I show the dynamic results for the observations in a without-party
regime and a within-party regime. The results for the without-party regime are very similar
to the results focusing on the ITT effect in the main text. As in the main text, the ITT
results show a significant and positive effect for the first term in the Lower House. The ATT
effects, however, border on statistical significance, due to noisy estimates for further terms,
but show the expected sign and are very similar in magnitude compared to the ITT effect.

Focusing on the dynamics after political parties have been established, the results sur-
prisingly show that there is a significant and positive effect of being politically active on
personal wealth, but not in the first term. The effects are concentrated in the second and
third term, and are robust to changing 𝑡∗. These effects are comparable in terms of magni-
tude to the first-term effects for politicians unconstrained by political parties. The existence
of these effects calls into question the aforementioned conclusion that politicians are not
able to amass personal returns within a party regime: it seems that on the whole, politicians
within political parties are not able to amass returns, but politicians who are able to be
elected a second or a third time might be.

[Tables D.15 and D.16 here]

These results can still be consistent with politicians being disciplined by political parties,
but only to a certain extent. It is likely that the result has to do with bargaining power
of politicians versus parties. Politicians who are elected for the first time, and who are
popular, are likely to have enough leverage against the political party to engage in their own
interest. These are also likely to be the politicians who are reelected. But, at the margin,
these politicians’ popularity should be roughly equal to the popularity of just-losers. On the
other hand, it might have to do with within-party political influence. Politicians who have
been member of a party long enough can accrue enough influence within their party, and
only then afford the autonomy to engage in self-serving behavior.

A.8 Placebo Tests
[Figure 7 here]
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In Figure 7, I plot the effect of first-time pooled rents (irrespective of the number of
times) as a function of the cut-off point, where 0.0 is the actual estimate. The estimates
make clear that the actual effect is the highest in magnitude, and statistically different from
zero at the 95% significance level. The plot shows that the placebo estimates, which use
a fictional cut-off point in the range of [−0.15, 0.15], are lower in all cases, and are never
statistically significant at the 95% level. Most significantly, the plots that switch the cut-off
point to a number very close to zero show radically different effects in magnitude, and are
statistically insignificantly different from zero. This adds support to the conjecture that the
actual estimates reflect the causal impact of a political career on personal end-of-life wealth.

In Figure 8 I also estimate the difference in coefficient before and after party formation,
while artificially changing the threshold of the party formation indicators from [−8, 8] years
before/after the appropriate party was actually formed. The estimates again make clear that
the actual effect is the highest effect, increasing the likelihood of party formation actually
being responsible for the curbing of the returns to politics.

[Figure 8 here]

B Compensation for Politicians
Lower House members were compensated for their political activity. The 1815 Constitution
stipulated that Lower House members were entitled to a retribution of expenses of 2500
guilders per year, aiming to cover the costs of living in the Hague, in addition to traveling
reimbursements at the rate of 1,50 per kilometer (Elzinga, 1985). If we compare these
numbers to the work of Van Zanden (1983) and Van Riel (2018), who provide wage data for
different professions in the Netherlands from 1819-1913, we find that the lump sum amounts
to approx. 9 times the yearly wage of an average worker in 1850. The reimbursement of 1,50
per kilometer equaled about twice the average wage in 1850. After the 1848 Constitution,
politicians sought legitimacy partly by decreasing the lump sum to 2000 guilders per year
and the traveling reimbursements at 1,50 per travelled kilometer. Rising wages made this
sum equal to about 5 times the average wage in 1890. In 1917, these numbers were raised
again, this time to 5,000 guilders. The workers’ wage, however, had not yet doubled, but
only increased by a factor of about 1.5, enlarging the gap again. With respect to the
reimbursement of traveling expenses, from then on, members of parliament were awarded free
public transportation, attenuating the need to look for a place of residence in the Hague, and
decreasing the gap between politicians who lived close and far from the Hague. In addition,
(former) members of parliament were awarded a pension (Kan, 1916) of 100 guilders for each
active year in parliament, with a maximum total pension of 2,000 guilders.

Both before and after 1848, politics was generally considered (by politicians themselves)
an honorary function, unlike a job. Many politicians objected to paying or retributing the
costs associated with being a representative, fearing it would incentivize politicians with
seeking votes, thereby compromising the representative’s independence, and it would attract
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politicians who would be prone to doing so (see e.g. Aerts, 2009). With time, more and more
politicians, principally liberals and socialists, started to change their views for a variety
of reasons, the most important of which being that working class individuals might be
discouraged to take part in the country’s representative institutions because of financial
vulnerability. This view gradually became more mainstream, especially as politicians with
a working class background became more frequent in parliament (ref to myself) and lead to
the incorporation of the raise of the retribution in the 1917 constitutional revision.

In terms of international comparability, these trends closely paralleled developments in
e.g. France, Germany and Great Britain. In Germany, the 1871 Reichsverfassung explicitly
forbade to compensate delegates to the Reichstag in any way, but in 1906, a limited and
imperfect system of retribution was instated (Lindeboom, 1916; Edinger, 2009). In France,
parliamentary compensation had been the object of parliamentary struggle since the revolu-
tion, and a 1906 hike caused widespread indignation (Monier and Portalez, 2020). In Great
Britain, members of parliament were nonsalaried until 1911, after a scandal within the Labor
Party sparked parliament to legislate parliamentary compensation (Madden and Mckeown,
2012).

C Party System
The electoral system in the Netherlands after 1848 was centered on individual delegates, not
political parties. Politicians were supposed to be independent, not least with respect to their
own delegates, and to promote the common interests of the country (De Jong, 2001). Political
parties were preceded by Kiesvereenigingen, electoral unions, of enfranchised individuals
with (generally) the same political orientation, intending to coordinate their voting behavior.
These electoral unions were partly a response to rising and increasing awareness of ideological
differences between various factions, but also partly to increase information about elections:
oftentimes, the electorate was not aware of what candidates’ political positions were (Aerts
et al., 2002) and diffusion of political views was limited. Faced with this nontransparent
environment, De Jong (1999) argues that the electorate often based their opinions on those of
individuals of high societal standing: burgomasters, notaries, clerics and similar individuals.
Kiesvereenigingen were a way to improve the dissemination of information and aggregate
electoral preferences in a more effective way. A special role in information provision was
taken up by national newspapers: the editorial boards of several large national newspapers
with a clear ideological background regularly endorse candidate(s) they thought reflected
their politics best (De Jong, 1999).

The main issues that separated politicians of different allegiance were schooling, franchise
extension and taxation. There were also differences in economic and colonial policy positions,
but the most salient issues surrounding state funding of religious schools and the extent to
which the state should interfere in the economy (Van Zanden and Van Riel, 2004). The
funding of education was one of the aspects that accompanied the rise of religious tensions
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in the Netherlands throughout the nineteenth century. These religious tensions culminated
in a system frequently dubber pillarization (Dutch: Verzuiling), meaning the segregation of
the Dutch population into a Protestant and Catholic pillar, with separate societies for both,
and coordination between these pillars through elites, including in national politics. The
liberals formed a more loosely-defined third pillar (Stuurman, 1983).

These pillars also served as the basis for the party landscape that was arising. The
first player to take the initiative towards party formation was the Protestant politician
Abraham Kuyper, who founded the Anti-Revolutionary Party (ARP) in 1879 after British
model (Koch, 2020). His program centered on obtaining autonomy for the country’s different
religions, particularly in education (De Jong, 2001), but also in other social, economic and
political institutions. Parties soon proved to be the natural means of coordination, both
between politicians with a similar ideology, and between politicians and electorates: the
liberal counterpart to the ARP was founded in 1895, and the Catholic union of electoral
associations was founded in 1893. Additionally, and afterwards, there were also a number of
Socialist parties. An overwhelming majority of incumbent politicians joined political parties,
and, since it was nearly impossible to be elected without the support of a party, after the
formation of parties, the number of unaffiliated politicians was negligible.

The links between political parties and newspaper were as follows: a recommendation
from the Algemeen Handelsblad was considered an endorsement for a liberal candidate, a
recommendation from De Tijd, a Catholic newspaper, endorsed Catholic candidates, and
a recommendation from De Standaard can be considered as an ideological affiliation to
Protestant politics.

D Tables and Figures Appendix

D.1 Tables
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Table D.1: Covariate Balance - First Attempts - First Term

Margin < 0.2 Margin < 0.05
Politicians Non-Politicians p-val. Politicians Non-Politicians p-val. RD Estimate (SD)

Panel A: Newspaper Recommendations
Rec.: Protestant 0.08 0.07 0.529 0.10 0.09 0.758 -0.176 (0.094)
Rec.: Liberal 0.18 0.17 0.839 0.19 0.17 0.707 0.172 (0.114)
Rec.: Socialist 0.04 0.02 0.164 0.06 0.02 0.184 -0.015 (0.020)
Rec: Catholic 0.11 0.09 0.435 0.12 0.15 0.558 -0.211 (0.103)

Panel B: Demographic Characteristics
Lifespan 22.75 25.56 0.052* 24.12 23.67 0.867 1.036 (2.796)
Age at Election 44.13 42.67 0.319 43.38 41.75 0.541 4.955 (3.494)
Year of Death 1904.81 1906.75 0.532 1908.83 1913.53 0.435 -4.058 (5.858)
Year of Election 1878.67 1879.55 0.668 1881.43 1880.60 0.816 -3.173 (4.026)

Panel C: Election Characteristics
Log Turnout 7.90 7.81 0.324 7.94 7.79 0.388 -0.904 (0.297)
Log Turnout Previous 7.81 7.79 0.816 7.87 7.72 0.351 -0.473 (0.231)

Panel D: Birthplace Characteristics
Log Population 1859 9.56 9.03 0.147 9.79 8.83 0.032** -0.316 (0.518)
Share Protestant 0.59 0.55 0.465 0.62 0.35 0.013** 0.023 (0.084)
Share Catholic 0.38 0.42 0.440 0.35 0.63 0.010** -0.006 (0.081)
Labor Force Share Agricul. 0.05 0.03 0.033** 0.05 0.03 0.450 0.019 (0.023)
Labor Force Share Industry 0.20 0.22 0.318 0.20 0.21 0.932 -0.013 (0.034)
Taxes Per Capita 1859 3.95 3.77 0.512 4.28 3.26 0.073* -0.138 (0.638)
Taxes Per Capita 1889 4.78 4.71 0.785 5.02 4.05 0.073* 0.171 (0.573)
Distance to the Hague 90.58 103.75 0.214 83.13 118.47 0.112 26.572 (17.568)

Panel E: District Characteristics
Share Protestant 0.57 0.58 0.735 0.59 0.54 0.384 0.053 (0.036)
Share Catholic 0.41 0.40 0.752 0.39 0.45 0.316 -0.034 (0.036)
Labor Force Share Agricul. 0.07 0.07 0.746 0.08 0.09 0.905 0.005 (0.013)
Labor Force Share Industry 0.22 0.22 0.833 0.22 0.23 0.540 -0.013 (0.018)

Note: The table contains means for various sets of variables conditioned on the absolute margin being < 0.2 (left panel) and
<0.05 (right panel). The first two columns represent the means for subsequent politicians and non-politicians respectively, and the
third column shows the p-value of a Welch two-sample t-test. The last column shows the local non-parametric RD estimate, esti-
mated by the procedure in Cattaneo et al. (2019). HC-Robust standard errors are shown between brackets. Significance is indicated
by *: p < 0.1, **: p < 0.05, ***: p < 0.01.
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Table D.2: Covariate Balance - Second Term

Margin < 0.2 Margin < 0.05
Politicians Non-Politicians p-val. Politicians Non-Politicians p-val. RD Estimate (SD)

Panel A: Newspaper Recommendations
Rec.: Protestant 0.19 0.17 0.538 0.22 0.11 0.058* 0.062 (0.101)
Rec.: Liberal 0.17 0.23 0.151 0.13 0.16 0.682 0.247 (0.100)**
Rec.: Socialist 0.04 0.05 0.646 0.03 0.05 0.500 0.054 (0.030)*
Rec: Catholic 0.23 0.20 0.605 0.22 0.13 0.168 0.107 (0.094)

Panel B: Demographic Characteristics
Lifespan 20.46 20.14 0.800 20.96 21.20 0.903 -0.931 (2.456)
Age at Election 47.30 49.61 0.031** 46.76 50.24 0.038** 0.312 (2.029)
Year of Death 1901.67 1900.21 0.580 1901.08 1896.84 0.328 2.597 (5.257)
Year of Election 1879.00 1878.58 0.842 1877.82 1874.05 0.278 3.186 (3.696)

Panel C: Election Characteristics
Log Turnout 7.94 7.86 0.441 7.95 7.84 0.456 0.042 (0.189)
Log Turnout Previous 7.80 7.77 0.705 7.75 7.64 0.490 0.011 (0.263)

Panel D: Birthplace Characteristics
Log Population 1859 9.40 9.06 0.193 9.23 9.14 0.836 0.860 (0.696)
Share Protestant 0.58 0.60 0.550 0.56 0.61 0.338 0.052 (0.060)
Share Catholic 0.38 0.37 0.691 0.42 0.36 0.310 -0.049 (0.066)
Labor Force Share Agricul. 0.05 0.05 0.600 0.06 0.07 0.574 0.025 (0.023)
Labor Force Share Industry 0.19 0.18 0.870 0.19 0.19 0.773 0.010 (0.033)
Taxes Per Capita 1859 3.93 4.02 0.648 3.64 4.23 0.055* -0.039 (0.396)
Taxes Per Capita 1889 4.84 4.82 0.924 4.62 5.17 0.074* -0.058 (0.415)
Distance to the Hague 91.71 82.95 0.203 100.53 76.70 0.040** -18.075 (15.643)

Panel E: District Characteristics
Share Protestant 0.62 0.65 0.375 0.60 0.67 0.177 -0.011 (0.040)
Share Catholic 0.35 0.33 0.445 0.38 0.32 0.266 0.011 (0.042)
Labor Force Share Agricul. 0.06 0.06 0.906 0.06 0.08 0.090* 0.000 (0.015)
Labor Force Share Industry 0.22 0.24 0.061* 0.23 0.24 0.735 -0.037 (0.018)

Note: The table contains means for various sets of variables conditioned on the absolute margin being < 0.2 (left panel) and
<0.05 (right panel). The first two columns represent the means for subsequent politicians and non-politicians respectively, and the
third column shows the p-value of a Welch two-sample t-test. The last column shows the local non-parametric RD estimate, esti-
mated by the procedure in Cattaneo et al. (2019). HC-Robust standard errors are shown between brackets. Significance is indicated
by *: p < 0.1, **: p < 0.05, ***: p < 0.01.
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Table D.3: Robustness to Main RD Estimates - 1st Period: BW Selector

First Triers Second Triers All Triers
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Coefficient (ITT) 1.730 1.842 2.253 2.089 2.051 1.344 0.940 0.555
SE (BC) (0.709)* (0.534)*** (0.909)** (0.702)*** (1.087)* (0.846) (0.588)* (0.447)
Mean DV Treated (1%) 12.849 12.849 12.901 12.901 11.059 11.059 12.225 12.225
Mean DV Control (1%) 10.193 10.193 10.577 10.577 9.277 9.277 10.660 10.660
N (Politicians) 103 103 70 70 54 54 244 244
N (Non-Politicians) 172 172 120 120 145 145 579 579
Bandwidth Optimal 2x Optimal Optimal 2x Optimal Optimal 2x Optimal Optimal 2x Optimal

Note: Table showing Bias-corrected standard errors clustered at the Birthplace-level. The first two columns show uni-
variate regressions under the optimal MSE bandwidth with the option msecomb2, and twice the optimal bandwidth. In
columns 3 and 4, selected covariates are added, an alternative selection to the covariates in the main results. In particular,
the regression controls for district religious share, birthplace population, birthplace religious share, district GDP, lifespan
and birthplace labor force composition. Columns 5 and 6 focus on second-triers and columns 7 and 8 pool all attempts. *:
p < 0.10, **: p < 0.05, ***: p < 0.01.
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Table D.4: Robustness to Main RD Estimates - 1st Period: Kernel

First Triers Second Triers All Triers
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Panel A: Uniform Kernel
Coefficient (ITT) 1.774 1.981 2.341 1.830 2.270 1.217 0.748 0.496
SE (BC) (0.746)** (0.593)*** (0.861)** (0.649)*** (1.121)** (0.839) (0.524) (0.393)
Mean DV Treated (1%) 12.849 12.849 12.901 12.901 11.059 11.059 12.225 12.225
Mean DV Control (1%) 10.193 10.193 10.577 10.577 9.277 9.277 10.660 10.660
N (Politicians) 103 103 70 70 54 54 244 244
N (Non-Politicians) 172 172 120 120 145 145 579 579
Bandwidth Optimal 2x Optimal Optimal 2x Optimal Optimal 2x Optimal Optimal 2x Optimal

Panel B: Yepanechnikov Kernel
Coefficient (ITT) 1.681 1.865 2.301 2.244 2.228 1.474 0.884 0.488
SE (BC) (0.686)* (0.519)*** (0.925)** (0.724)*** (1.178)* (0.888) (0.583) (0.436)
Mean DV Treated (1%) 12.849 12.849 12.901 12.901 11.059 11.059 12.225 12.225
Mean DV Control (1%) 10.193 10.193 10.577 10.577 9.277 9.277 10.660 10.660
N (Politicians) 103 103 70 70 54 54 244 244
N (Non-Politicians) 172 172 120 120 145 145 579 579
Bandwidth Optimal 2x Optimal Optimal 2x Optimal Optimal 2x Optimal Optimal 2x Optimal

Note: Table showing Bias-corrected standard errors clustered at the Birthplace-level. The first two columns show univari-
ate regressions under the optimal MSE bandwidth with the option msecomb2, and twice the optimal bandwidth. In columns 3
and 4, selected covariates are added, an alternative selection to the covariates in the main results. In particular, the regression
controls for district religious share, birthplace population, birthplace religious share, district GDP, lifespan and birthplace labor
force composition. Columns 5 and 6 focus on second-triers and columns 7 and 8 pool all attempts. *: p < 0.10, **: p < 0.05,
***: p < 0.01.
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Table D.5: Robustness to Main RD Estimates - 1st Period: Ihs

First Triers Second Triers All Triers
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Coefficient (ITT) 1.294 1.417 1.607 1.556 0.421 0.484 0.618 0.495
SE (BC) (0.575)* (0.455)*** (0.588)** (0.474)*** (0.656) (0.527) (0.350)* (0.276)*
Mean DV Treated (1%) 13.542 13.542 13.594 13.594 11.752 11.752 13.068 13.068
Mean DV Control (1%) 12.019 12.019 12.357 12.357 11.672 11.672 12.113 12.113
N (Politicians) 102 102 85 85 65 65 292 292
N (Non-Politicians) 167 167 153 153 176 176 761 761
Bandwidth Optimal 2x Optimal Optimal 2x Optimal Optimal 2x Optimal Optimal 2x Optimal

Note: Table showing Bias-corrected standard errors clustered at the individual-level. The dependent variable is
ihs(Personal Wealth). The first two columns show univariate regressions under the optimal MSE bandwidth, and twice the
optimal bandwidth. In columns 3 and 4, selected covariates are added, in particular, covariates that seemed to be unbal-
anced at the 2% cutoff. In particular, the regression controls for birthplace population, birthplace characteristics, age at
election, and socialist recommendations. In addition, I control for politicians’ lifespan. Columns 5 and 6 focus on second-
triers and columns 7 and 8 pool all attempts. *: p < 0.10, **: p < 0.05, ***: p < 0.01.
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Table D.6: ATT estimates for different 𝑡∗: Full Table

t=1 t=2 t=3 t=4 t=5 t=6 t=7
Panel A: t* = 4
Coefficient (ITT) 1.062 0.342 0 -0.685
SE (ITT) (0.399)*** (0.611) (0.613) (0.633)
Coefficient (ATT) 0.997 0.283 -0.053 -0.685
SE (ATT) (0.492)** (0.704) (0.661) (0.633)
N Treated 295 219 172 141
N Control 774 145 98 78
Mean DV Treated 12.375 11.709 11.594 12.224
Mean DV Control 11.004 10.505 11.944 12.677

Panel B: t* = 5
Coefficient (ITT) 1.062 0.342 0 -0.685 0.746
SE (ITT) (0.399)*** (0.611) (0.613) (0.633) (0.937)
Coefficient (ATT) 1.094 0.381 0.035 -0.604 0.746
SE (ATT) (0.545)** (0.757) (0.73) (0.735) (0.937)
N Treated 295 219 172 141 101
N Control 774 145 98 78 43
Mean DV Treated 12.375 11.709 11.594 12.224 11.657
Mean DV Control 11.004 10.505 11.944 12.677 11.997

Panel C: t* = 6
Coefficient (ITT) 1.062 0.342 0 -0.685 0.746 -0.129
SE (ITT) (0.399)*** (0.611) (0.613) (0.633) (0.937) (0.562)
Coefficient (ATT) 1.082 0.369 0.024 -0.614 0.737 -0.129
SE (ATT) (0.555)* (0.766) (0.741) (0.747) (0.977) (0.562)
N Treated 295 219 172 141 101 75
N Control 774 145 98 78 43 42
Mean DV Treated 12.375 11.709 11.594 12.224 11.657 12.194
Mean DV Control 11.004 10.505 11.944 12.677 11.997 13.187

Panel D: t* = 7
Coefficient (ITT) 1.062 0.342 0 -0.685 0.746 -0.129 -0.771
SE (ITT) (0.399)*** (0.611) (0.613) (0.633) (0.937) (0.562) (0.83)
Coefficient (ATT) 0.997 0.282 -0.054 -0.686 0.672 -0.189 -0.771
SE (ATT) (0.574)* (0.785) (0.762) (0.769) (1.016) (0.627) (0.83)
N Treated 295 219 172 141 101 75 52
N Control 774 145 98 78 43 42 23
Mean DV Treated 12.375 11.709 11.594 12.224 11.657 12.194 12.112
Mean DV Control 11.004 10.505 11.944 12.677 11.997 13.187 13.103

Note: Table showing coefficients effects of stints {1, …, 𝑡∗} under different 𝑡∗ ∈ {4, 5, 6, 7}.
All the ATT coefficients are derived and recursively computed from ITT coefficients, which
are in turn estimated using the methodology in (Cattaneo et al., 2019) using MSE-optimal
bandwidth. Standard errors are calculated using the delta method. The estimates in both
panels control for birthplace population, birthplace characteristics, age at election, newspa-
per recommendations (party). *: p < 0.10, **: p < 0.05, ***: p < 0.01.
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Table D.7: ATT estimates for different 𝑡∗: Different BW Selector

t=1 t=2 t=3 t=4 t=5 t=6 t=7
Panel A: t* = 4
Coefficient (ITT) 1.287 0.583 -0.126 -0.803
SE (ITT) (0.45)*** (0.665) (0.683) (0.708)
Coefficient (ATT) 1.193 0.499 -0.187 -0.803
SE (ATT) (0.555)** (0.768) (0.737) (0.708)
N Treated 295 219 172 141
N Control 774 145 98 78
Mean DV Treated 12.375 11.709 11.594 12.224
Mean DV Control 11.004 10.505 11.944 12.677

Panel B: t* = 5
Coefficient (ITT) 1.287 0.583 -0.126 -0.803 0.711
SE (ITT) (0.45)*** (0.665) (0.683) (0.708) (0.995)
Coefficient (ATT) 1.284 0.592 -0.103 -0.725 0.711
SE (ATT) (0.61)** (0.823) (0.808) (0.817) (0.995)
N Treated 295 219 172 141 101
N Control 774 145 98 78 43
Mean DV Treated 12.375 11.709 11.594 12.224 11.657
Mean DV Control 11.004 10.505 11.944 12.677 11.997

Panel C: t* = 6
Coefficient (ITT) 1.287 0.583 -0.126 -0.803 0.711 -0.158
SE (ITT) (0.45)*** (0.665) (0.683) (0.708) (0.995) (0.578)
Coefficient (ATT) 1.269 0.577 -0.117 -0.738 0.699 -0.158
SE (ATT) (0.619)** (0.833) (0.819) (0.829) (1.036) (0.578)
N Treated 295 219 172 141 101 75
N Control 774 145 98 78 43 42
Mean DV Treated 12.375 11.709 11.594 12.224 11.657 12.194
Mean DV Control 11.004 10.505 11.944 12.677 11.997 13.187

Panel D: t* = 7
Coefficient (ITT) 1.287 0.583 -0.126 -0.803 0.711 -0.158 -0.906
SE (ITT) (0.45)*** (0.665) (0.683) (0.708) (0.995) (0.578) (0.848)
Coefficient (ATT) 1.17 0.476 -0.208 -0.822 0.623 -0.229 -0.906
SE (ATT) (0.637)* (0.851) (0.84) (0.851) (1.076) (0.644) (0.848)
N Treated 295 219 172 141 101 75 52
N Control 774 145 98 78 43 42 23
Mean DV Treated 12.375 11.709 11.594 12.224 11.657 12.194 12.112
Mean DV Control 11.004 10.505 11.944 12.677 11.997 13.187 13.103

Note: Table showing coefficients effects of stints {1, …, 𝑡∗} under different 𝑡∗ ∈ {4, 5, 6, 7}.
All the ATT coefficients are derived and recursively computed from ITT coefficients, which
are in turn estimated using the methodology in (Cattaneo et al., 2019) using the certwo
bandwidth selector. Standard errors are calculated using the delta method. The estimates
in both panels control for birthplace population, birthplace characteristics, age at election,
newspaper recommendations (party). *: p < 0.10, **: p < 0.05, ***: p < 0.01.
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Table D.8: RD Estimates For Young & Old Politicians

Median 30 vs. 70 20 vs. 80
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Coefficient (Young) -0.175 0.459 -0.056 0.689 -0.922 -0.062
SE (Young) (0.712) (0.597) (1.168) (1.023) (1.528) (1.240)
Coefficient (Old) 1.521 1.786 1.618 1.552 1.835 1.464
SE (Old) (0.679)** (0.652)*** (0.724)** (0.685)** (0.897)** (0.883)
Mean DV Treated 12.225 12.214 12.644 12.791 12.393 12.714
Mean DV Control 10.666 10.497 10.954 11.114 10.650 10.775
N Treated 283 342 159 194 95 122
N Control 733 814 444 492 296 328
Bandwidth Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal

Note: The table shows RD estimates using the MSE-optimal bandwidth (Cattaneo
et al., 2019). The Dependent Variable is Log(1+Personal Wealth). I report bias-corrected
standard errors clustered at the individual level. The first two columns show estimates of
the returns for individuals aged above and below the median age, the second two estimates
the results for individuals aged above the 70th quantile and below the 30th quantile, and
the third pair shows the results for individuals aged above the 80th quantile and below the
20th quantile. Columns (1), (3) and (5) contain estimates with covariates including dis-
trict characteristics, number of tries, number of votes, nd number of candidates. Columns
(2), (4) and (6) control for number of tries, party, and district population. *: p < 0.1, **:
p < 0.05, ***: p < 0.01.
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Table D.9: RD Estimates For Young Politicians Who Died Young vs. Died Old

Median Cut-Off 40q Cut-Off 30q Cut-Off
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Coefficient (Died Young) -0.748 -0.116 -1.151 -0.279 -1.463 -0.287
SE (Died Young) (0.948) (0.899) (1.162) (1.079) (1.715) (1.430)
Coefficient (Died Old) 0.331 0.721 0.566 0.889 0.494 0.772
SE (Died Old) (0.754) (0.564) (0.698) (0.562) (0.538) (0.449)
Mean DV Treated 11.598 11.520 11.598 11.520 11.598 11.520
Mean DV Control 10.920 10.433 10.920 10.433 10.920 10.433
N Treated 151 177 151 177 151 177
N Control 369 407 369 407 369 407
Bandwidth Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal

Note: The table shows RD estimates using the MSE-optimal bandwidth (Cattaneo
et al., 2019). The Dependent Variable is Log(1+Personal Wealth). I report bias-corrected
standard errors clustered at the individual level. The first two columns show estimates
of the returns for individuals with a below and above-median lifespan after election, the
second two estimates the results for individuals with a lifespan after election below and
above the 40th quantile, and the third pair shows the results for individuals with a lifes-
pan after election below and above the 30th quantile. Columns (1), (3) and (5) contain
estimates with covariates including district characteristics, number of tries, number of
votes, nd number of candidates. Columns (2), (4) and (6) control for number of tries,
party, and district population. *: p < 0.1, **: p < 0.05, ***: p < 0.01.
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Table D.10: Correlation between Wealth and Probability of Election

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Personal Wealth 0.016*** 0.021** −0.015 −0.031** −0.002 −0.024

(0.006) (0.010) (0.011) (0.013) (0.018) (0.020)
N 1002 361 251 199 150 114
Adj. R2 0.25 0.10 0.11 0.03 −0.02 0.23
Party Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Electoral Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
District FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
* p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. Analysis show the correla-
tion between end-of-life wealth and probability of election in the 1st election in
(1). Then, in the second election given that the first election was won, in (2),
etc. Estimates are conditional on party controls, electoral controls, and district
fixed effects. *: p<0.1, **: p<0.05, ***:p<0.01.

Table D.11: Correlation between Wealth and Probability of Candidacy

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Personal Wealth −0.002 −0.002 0.013 0.040*** 0.002 0.044**

(0.007) (0.010) (0.013) (0.013) (0.015) (0.020)
N 1002 361 251 199 150 114
Adj. R2 0.10 0.10 0.07 0.11 0.13 0.05
Party Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Electoral Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
District FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
* p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. Analysis show the correla-
tion between end-of-life wealth and probability of candidacy in the 1st elec-
tion in (1). Then, in the second election given that the first election was won,
in (2), etc. Estimates are conditional on party controls, electoral controls,
and district fixed effects. *: p<0.1, **: p<0.05, ***:p<0.01.
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Table D.12: Correlation between Wealth and Probability of Candidacy and Recommendation

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Personal Wealth 0.006 0.004 0.000 0.023** −0.008 0.048**

(0.005) (0.009) (0.010) (0.011) (0.014) (0.023)
N 1002 361 251 199 150 114
Adj. R2 0.16 0.17 0.18 0.27 0.24 0.05
Party Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Electoral Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
District FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
* p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. Analysis show the corre-
lation between end-of-life wealth and probability of candidacy and recom-
mendation in the 1st election in (1). Then, in the second election given that
the first election was won, in (2), etc. Estimates are conditional on party
controls, electoral controls, and district fixed effects. *: p<0.1, **: p<0.05,
***:p<0.01.
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Table D.13: Change in Candidate Composition After/Before Party Formation

(0,5] [-5,0)
Mean SD Mean SD t-stat. p-value

Panel A: Newspaper Recommendations
Rec.: Protestant 0.25 0.43 0.19 0.39 1.552 0.121
Rec.: Liberal 0.33 0.47 0.30 0.46 0.739 0.460
Rec.: Socialist 0.08 0.28 0.02 0.14 3.224 0.001***
Rec: Catholic 0.23 0.42 0.15 0.36 2.085 0.038**

Panel B: Demographic Characteristics
Lifespan 22.23 11.00 19.78 10.93 1.904 0.058*
Age at Election 44.82 9.77 47.15 11.31 -1.997 0.047**
Year of Death 1912.28 16.36 1909.78 19.86 1.327 0.185
Year of Election 1887.40 7.53 1884.79 8.16 3.531 0.000***

Panel C: Election Characteristics
Log Turnout 8.05 0.70 7.88 0.74 2.564 0.011**
Log Turnout Previous 7.89 0.69 7.82 0.72 1.149 0.251

Panel D: Birthplace Characteristics
Log Population 1859 9.34 1.56 9.51 1.97 -0.810 0.418
Share Protestant 0.67 0.23 0.70 0.20 -1.334 0.183
Share Catholic 0.31 0.23 0.27 0.20 1.700 0.090*
Labor Force Share Agricul. 0.05 0.09 0.04 0.07 1.345 0.180
Labor Force Share Industry 0.20 0.10 0.20 0.09 0.356 0.722
Taxes Per Capita 1859 4.04 1.46 4.06 1.47 -0.120 0.905
Taxes Per Capita 1889 5.06 1.44 5.07 1.41 -0.052 0.959
Distance to the Hague 101.65 63.84 102.90 68.26 -0.171 0.864

Panel E: District Characteristics
Share Protestant 0.61 0.28 0.64 0.25 -1.000 0.318
Share Catholic 0.36 0.28 0.34 0.25 0.987 0.324
Labor Force Share Agricul. 0.07 0.09 0.06 0.09 0.361 0.718
Labor Force Share Industry 0.22 0.10 0.21 0.09 0.679 0.498

Note: Table shows means and standard deviations for candidates who have not
been elected before in two groups: from 0 to 5 years after party formation, and from
5 to 0 years before party formation. I then conduct Welch t-tests and show the p-
value. Significance is indicated as follows: *: p<0.1, **: p<0.05, ***: p<0.01.
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Table D.14: Estimates In and Out-Party, Per Party

Catholic Liberal Protestant
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Coefficient (Without Party) -1.709 -1.661 1.112 1.103 1.074 1.360
SE (Without Party) (0.996) (1.034) (0.840) (0.879) (0.858) (0.948)*
Coefficient (Within Party) 9.729 -2.402 -0.975 -0.838 0.569 0.563
SE (Within Party) (11.637) (16.103) (0.886) (0.894) (1.160) (1.065)
p-value Difference 0.11 1.75 0.066 0.104 1.31 1.204
Mean DV Treated 10.274 10.274 12.560 12.560 12.082 12.082
Mean DV Control 10.227 10.227 10.549 10.549 11.051 11.051
N Treated 47 49 173 174 73 73
N Control 79 84 254 259 296 298
Bandwidth Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal Optimal

Note: The table shows RD estimates using the MSE-optimal bandwidth (Cattaneo
et al., 2019). The Dependent Variable is Log(1+Personal Wealth). I report bias-corrected
standard errors. The first two columns show estimates of the returns for the first-triers for
the first stint, the second two estimates the returns for the second stint, and the third pair
shows the results for all triers. Columns (1), (3) and (5) contain estimates with covariates
including party, lifespan, number of votes, age, and number of candidates. Columns (2), (4)
and (6) control for number of tries, party, district economic composition and total amount
of votes. *: p < 0.1, **: p < 0.05, ***: p < 0.01.
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Table D.15: ATT estimates for different 𝑡∗ - Before Party Formation

t=1 t=2 t=3 t=4 t=5 t=6 t=7
Panel A: t* = 4
Coefficient (ITT) 1.315 1.505 0.364 -0.378
SE (ITT) (0.496)*** (1.219) (0.791) (0.641)
Coefficient (ATT) 1.277 1.518 0.322 -0.378
SE (ATT) (0.666)* (1.383) (0.863) (0.641)
N Treated 190 150 113 88
N Control 527 107 50 44
Mean DV Treated 12.008 11.801 10.868
Mean DV Control 10.47 7.903 11.635 12.633

Panel B: t* = 5
Coefficient (ITT) 1.315 1.505 0.364 -0.378 -0.077
SE (ITT) (0.496)*** (1.219) (0.791) (0.641) (1.003)
Coefficient (ATT) 1.27 1.51 0.315 -0.383 -0.077
SE (ATT) (0.69)* (1.408) (0.901) (0.716) (1.003)
N Treated 190 150 113 88 64
N Control 527 107 50 44 23
Mean DV Treated 12.008 11.801 10.868 10.101
Mean DV Control 10.47 7.903 11.635 12.633 12.403

Panel C: t* = 6
Coefficient (ITT) 1.315 1.505 0.364 -0.378 -0.077 -0.317
SE (ITT) (0.496)*** (1.219) (0.791) (0.641) (1.003) (0.815)
Coefficient (ATT) 1.238 1.478 0.288 -0.408 -0.1 -0.317
SE (ATT) (0.704)* (1.423) (0.921) (0.741) (1.063) (0.815)
N Treated 190 150 113 88 64 48
N Control 527 107 50 44 23 25
Mean DV Treated 12.008 11.801 10.868 10.101 12.194
Mean DV Control 10.47 7.903 11.635 12.633 12.403

Panel D: t* = 7
Coefficient (ITT) 1.315 1.505 0.364 -0.378 -0.077 -0.317 -3.646
SE (ITT) (0.496)*** (1.219) (0.791) (0.641) (1.003) (0.815) (2.791)
Coefficient (ATT) 1.031 1.264 0.105 -0.573 -0.253 -0.459 -3.646
SE (ATT) (0.743) (1.462) (0.969) (0.795) (1.132) (0.924) (2.791)
N Treated 190 150 113 88 64 48 27
N Control 527 107 50 44 23 25 11
Mean DV Treated 12.008 11.801 10.868 10.101 12.194
Mean DV Control 10.47 7.903 11.635 12.633 12.403 13.103

Note: Table showing coefficients effects of stints {1, …, 𝑡∗} under different 𝑡∗ ∈ {4, 5, 6, 7}
before party formation. All the ATT coefficients are derived and recursively computed from
ITT coefficients, which are in turn estimated using the methodology in (Cattaneo et al., 2019)
using MSE-optimal bandwidth. Standard errors are calculated using the delta method. The
estimates in both panels control for birthplace population, birthplace characteristics, age at
election, newspaper recommendations (party). *: p < 0.10, **: p < 0.05, ***: p < 0.01.
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Table D.16: ATT estimates for different 𝑡∗ - After Party Formation

t=1 t=2 t=3 t=4 t=5 t=6 t=7
Panel A: t* = 4
Coefficient (ITT) 0.275 1.253 1.13 0.128
SE (ITT) (0.617) (0.465)*** (0.624)* (0.727)
Coefficient (ATT) 0.361 1.322 1.136 0.128
SE (ATT) (0.666) (0.513)** (0.655)* (0.727)
N Treated 131 94 82 76
N Control 238 60 51 36
Mean DV Treated 12.27 12.053 13.045 12.078
Mean DV Control 10.541 11.096 11.848 12.742

Panel B: t* = 5
Coefficient (ITT) 0.275 1.253 1.13 0.128 0.767
SE (ITT) (0.617) (0.465)*** (0.624)* (0.727) (0.558)
Coefficient (ATT) 0.485 1.444 1.251 0.239 0.767
SE (ATT) (0.714) (0.561)** (0.712)* (0.808) (0.558)
N Treated 131 94 82 76 51
N Control 238 60 51 36 33
Mean DV Treated 12.27 12.053 13.045 12.078 13.214
Mean DV Control 10.541 11.096 11.848 12.742 11.817

Panel C: t* = 6
Coefficient (ITT) 0.275 1.253 1.13 0.128 0.767 0.267
SE (ITT) (0.617) (0.465)*** (0.624)* (0.727) (0.558) (0.64)
Coefficient (ATT) 0.509 1.468 1.274 0.26 0.786 0.267
SE (ATT) (0.729) (0.577)** (0.728)* (0.825) (0.603) (0.64)
N Treated 131 94 82 76 51 38
N Control 238 60 51 36 33 17
Mean DV Treated 12.27 12.053 13.045 12.078 13.214
Mean DV Control 10.541 11.096 11.848 12.742 11.817 13.187

Panel D: t* = 7
Coefficient (ITT) 0.275 1.253 1.13 0.128 0.767 0.267 -2.952
SE (ITT) (0.617) (0.465)*** (0.624)* (0.727) (0.558) (0.64) (1.623)*
Coefficient (ATT) -0.032 0.934 0.768 -0.224 0.362 -0.129 -2.952
SE (ATT) (0.878) (0.726) (0.88) (0.98) (0.784) (0.857) (1.623)*
N Treated 131 94 82 76 51 38 30
N Control 238 60 51 36 33 17 18
Mean DV Treated 12.27 12.053 13.045 12.078 13.214 12.112
Mean DV Control 10.541 11.096 11.848 12.742 11.817 13.187

Note: Table showing coefficients effects of stints {1, …, 𝑡∗} under different 𝑡∗ ∈ {4, 5, 6, 7}
after party formation. All the ATT coefficients are derived and recursively computed from
ITT coefficients, which are in turn estimated using the methodology in (Cattaneo et al., 2019)
using MSE-optimal bandwidth. Standard errors are calculated using the delta method. The
estimates in both panels control for birthplace population, birthplace characteristics, age at
election, newspaper recommendations (party). *: p < 0.10, **: p < 0.05, ***: p < 0.01.
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D.2 Figures
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Figure 6: Robustness to 𝑡∗, flexible bandwidth and with covariates
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Figure 7: Placebo Test for First Term
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Figure 8: Placebo Test Party Formation
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