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ABSTRACT
Do legislatorsʼ personal characteristics influence the allocation of subsidies? If so, which

specific characteristics are involved? In the case of Japan, under a single non-transferable vote
(SNTV) system, the strategic use of subsidy allocations by both the ruling Liberal Democratic
Party and affiliated legislators has been identified as a prominent contribution to the partyʼs
long-term dominance. Furthermore, even after implementing the mixed member majoritarian
(MMM) system, some research still highlights strategic subsidy allocation by governing
parties. However, few studies have examined legislator-level factors that may explain the
pattern of subsidy allocation under the MMM system. This study aims to address this gap
using Japanese subsidy data from the MMM era. The analysis reveals that local ties and
legacy status may have an effect, yet none proved robust.

Introduction

What determines the subsidy amount allocated to municipalities? Do legislatorsʼ
characteristics affect the subsidy allocated to their districts? The first question has been a
central topic in discussions on Japanese politics because of the strategic use of subsidy
allocations by the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP), Japanʼs long-ruling party (e.g., Calder
1988). In addition to party-level strategy, legislator-level factors, such as the quality of
Members of Parliament (MPs) or MPsʼ electoral situation, have also attracted scholarly
attention. LDP politicians were seen as a “pipeline” to the national government and were
expected to bring pork to their districts (Scheiner 2006) due to a combination of single non-
transferable vote (SNTV) system, a heavily candidate-centered electoral system (Shugart
2001) and a heavily centralized fiscal system (Scheiner 2006). Thus, their ability to secure
funding for their districts became a significant factor.

The situation changed after the Mixed Member Majoritarian (MMM) system was
installed, when MP incentives to engage in pork barrel activities weakened compared to
under SNTV. Thus, although some studies examined the party-level allocation strategy
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under the MMM system (e.g., Catalinac et al. 2020), few have examined the effect of
legislator-level factors on the amount of subsidies allocated.

Although the introduction of the MMM system was intended to change Japanese
politics from candidate-centered to party-centered, research has found that candidates tend
to emphasize personal appeal under single member district (SMD) system, the main
component of the Japanese MMM system. For instance, in her description of Britain, the
most prominent example of an SMD country, Heren Margetts emphasized the connection
between the individual MPs and the constituency in the UK, and stated that “the system has
been much heralded by its many supporters for its constituency link” (Margetts 2011). In
addition, other studies have found that SMD has candidate-centered features (e.g., Sudulich
and Trumm 2019). Moreover, Japanʼs centralized fiscal system, which allegedly allows for
the LDPʼs prolonged dominance through pork barrel politics, has been preserved even after
introducing MMM (Scheiner 2006). Thus, although changes in the electoral system have not
necessarily diluted the effects of legislative-level factors, no empirical tests have been
conducted.

To fill this gap, this study examines the effect of legislator-level factors on subsidy
allocation. This study constructs unique district-level data on the amount of subsidies
allocated to each district and data on legislator-level factors, including personal attributes,
seniority, vote margin and ministerial experiences1). In particular, using the panel data
structure and two-way fixed effect estimation, this study rigorously estimates the impact of
legislator-level factors on subsidy allocation. We find that legislator-level factors do not
seriously impact subsidy allocation under the MMM system.

In the subsequent section, prior research is organized by the effects of legislator-level
factors on pork barrel and subsidy allocations in Japan, and the limitations of these studies
will be highlighted. The study then presents its theory and hypotheses. The empirical
analysis to verify these hypotheses will proceed by introducing the data, operationalizing the
variables, and the estimation methods, followed by the analytical results. Finally, the
conclusions are presented based on the analytical results.

Literature Review

Determinants of Pork Barrel Incentives
Studies that elucidate legislatorsʼ pork barrel incentives suggest that the electoral

system is the most determining factor (Carey & Shugart 1995). Specifically, legislators tend
to prioritize particularistic benefits under candidate-centered electoral systems. Using
examples from US state legislatures, Bagashka and Clark (2017) demonstrate that as the size

1) In this study, we differentiate MPs-level factors into “attributes” such as gender and legacy status, and
“characteristics” reffering to factors beyond attributes such as vote margin and seniority.
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of district magnitude increases, legislators are more likely to pass legislation that caters to
the particularistic benefits of those districts. This is because larger districts incentivize
legislators to consolidate certain parts of the district as their support base, differentiating
themselves from other members of their affiliated party. This induces particularistic interests
within those areas.

Recent attention, especially outside Japan, has focused on macro factors (e.g., electoral
systems) and on micro factors, such as legislatorsʼ personal attributes. We categorize
legislator-level factors into three categories. The first is related to candidatesʼ reselection
and reelection, involving, for example, candidate selection method (Russo 2021) ,
constituency composition (Papp 2020), and electoral situation (Brouard et al. 2013). The
second category concerns parliamentary or party positions. Legislators who hold positions
tied to particularistic interests may be perceived as prioritizing those interests (Borghetto et
al. 2020). The third category of factors pertains to personal attributes, especially legislatorsʼ
local ties with electoral districts or legacy status. These factors influence legislators to
promote particularistic interests (Borghetto et al. 2020; Zittel et al. 2019; Muraoka 2018).

Subsidy Allocation in Japan
Studies on legislatorsʼ particularism use various indicators to capture their engagement

with particularism. One of the most popular indicators is affiliations to relevant posts such
as cabinet, legislative committees or Policy Research Council in LDP (Pekkanen et al. 2006;
Riera & Cantú 2018; Gschwend & Zittel 2018; Raymond & Holt 2019). These studies
distinguish posts associated with particularism from other positions based on the jurisdiction
of each post. For instance, posts related to agriculture are often recognized as typical
particularistic posts. Some studies use legislative activities as a measurement of
particularism. In many cases, these measurements are constructed based on the jurisdiction
pertaining to the bill or detailed analyses of bill contents (e.g., Crisp et al. 2004; Crisp 2007;
Marangoni & Tronconi 2011).

However, measuring particularism in Japan presents challenges. First, post assignments
do not necessarily reflect MPsʼ intentions but rather their partiesʼ intentions. Furthermore,
while many studies analyze legislative activities, the low passage rate of laws proposed by
legislators in Japan renders them practically insignificant2). Consequently, legislation not
only represents individual MPsʼ intentions toward particularism but also incorporates their
network and influence.

This study employs subsidy allocations to each district as a measurement of
particularism. The subsidy amount is one of the most used indicators of particularism in
previous research (e.g., Carozzi & Repetto 2016). The benefits legislators bring to their

2) Another significant challenge in using legislative activities, namely bill initiation, as a measurement
method is the requirement in Japan for a minimum of 20 membersʼ support in the House of
Representatives.
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districts will ultimately be reflected in the subsidy amount; thus, the subsidy amount could
be considered a comprehensive measure of pork barrel.

Subsidy allocation has been a central topic in Japanese politics (e.g., Calder 1988;
Scheiner 2006; Saito 2010). The LDP strategically directs public spending to gain votersʼ
support during crises. In addition to party-level strategy, legislator-level factors such as a
legislatorʼs policy influence have also been studied (e.g., Fukui & Fukai 1996; Scheiner
2006; Hirano 2006; Hirano 2011) . Under SNTV, a hyper-candidate-centered electoral
system, LDP politicians were viewed as a “pipeline” to the national government, with the
expectation that they would bring benefits to their district. Thus, legislator-level factors
related to capabilities for attracting pork home were closely scrutinized.

Legislators did not have to engage in pork barrel activity once the MMM replaced the
SNTV (e.g., Catalinac 2016). Some studies have examined the partyʼs allocation strategy
even under the MMM system. For instance, Catalinac et al. (2020) demonstrated that the
LDP distributes subsidies disproportionately to municipalities, garnering more votes for the
party. Research has also shown that a higher allocation of subsidies occurs when the LDP
and its coalition partner, Komeito, collaborate during elections (Catalinac & Motolinia
2021). Additionally, the LDP has been observed distributing subsidies to prefectures where
the party has lost votes (McMichael 2018). However, there is limited research on the impact
of legislator-level factors on subsidies allocated under MMM. One exception is McMichael
(2018). In examining the “important player” hypothesis, which suggests that more subsidies
are allocated to districts that elect influential legislators, he used the number of terms to
measure the policy influence of MPs and found no significant effect.

Limitations of Previous Studies
Although some studies have examined party-level strategies on subsidy allocation

under the MMM system, few studies still examine whether legislator-level factors affect
their activity as is expected from their characteristics. Because of this shortage of research,
it is unclear whether voters can use candidate-level factors as reliable information shortcuts
(Ono 2015). Although particularism is often explained by electoral systems, explanations at
the legislator level remain insufficient. It is essential to examine the effect of legislator level
factors because their effect on subsidy allocation can help explain interregional disparities.

Second, it poses an empirical challenge, notably in failing to consider the endogeneity
between legislator-level factors and the subsidy amount. For instance, candidates with
certain characteristics may be more likely to be recruited in electoral districts with a high
demand for particularistic interests. Conversely, in electoral districts with significant
demand for particularistic interests, it is conceivable that representatives, irrespective of
their characteristics, will steer many particularistic interests toward the district. Therefore,
even if MPsʼ characteristics and the pursuit of particularistic interests are correlated, they
would be more attributable to the features of the electoral district than to the effect of
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legislatorsʼ characteristics.
This study aims to comprehensively analyze legislator-level factors and address the

limitations of previous studies.

Theoretical Expectations and Hypotheses

This section presents the theoretical expectations concerning the effects of legislator-
level factors on subsidy allocation. We hypothesize that two factors cause legislators to
engage in pork barrel politics. The primary factor is the incentive for reelection, particularly
emphasizing the factors that contribute to their electoral success. Certain attributes create
expectations among constituents that the legislator will prioritize local interests (Campbell et
al. 2019). Legislators who receive a substantial number of votes due to such expectations
are incentivized to deliver more pork barrel projects to their electoral districts to fulfill those
expectations. The second determinant is the competence of legislators, in that legislators
with greater policy-making influence are presumed to have greater proficiency in securing
pork for their respective electoral constituencies.

At first, based on the above considerations, we derive the hypotheses on the effects of
the five attributes, whose respective significance and anticipated effects are as follows. The
first group of attributes—local ties, legacy status, and former bureaucrat—suggest
capabilities that yield greater particularistic benefits. Voters anticipate particularistic benefits
from representatives who possess these attributes. It is hypothesized that representatives
with these attributes become oriented toward particularistic benefits in pursuit of these
expectations.
Local Ties. Local ties (e.g., born in the district) are related to the ability to provide
particularistic benefits. Voters anticipate candidates with such connections to bring benefits
to the district, and representatives with these ties are perceived as actively providing
particularistic benefits.
Legacy. Legacy MPs inherit a personal support group3) from their predecessors. Such an
electoral apparatus has been noted to incline representatives toward particularistic interests.
By the same logic as local ties, legacy legislators are believed to yield a greater influx of
subsidies.
Former bureaucrat. Voters anticipate that candidates originating from high-ranking
government officials, particularly those formerly affiliated with pork-related ministries,
would utilize their expertise to engage in pork barrel politics. Therefore, it is presumed that
they would endeavor to produce more subsidies.

Therefore, the first hypothesis and its derivatives are as follows:

3) A personal support group is called koenkai in Japan. Maintaining and extending koenkai is recognized as
one of the most important efforts to win an election in Japan.
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H1 The electoral districts where the winning candidate has attributes that make voters
anticipate more allocation receive a greater fiscal transfer allocation.

H1a The electoral districts where the winning candidate has local ties receive a greater
fiscal transfer allocation.

H1b The electoral districts where a legacy candidate wins receive a greater fiscal transfer
allocation.

H1c The electoral districts where the winning candidate has experience as a national
bureaucrat receive a greater fiscal transfer allocation.

Prioritizing general interest policy, the following two attributes result in smaller
subsidies to their districts.
Youth. Young legislators are expected to serve for many years. Thus, it is necessary to
contemplate policies from a more long-term perspective, which is believed to align with a
focus on the general interest.
Gender. Female legislators are expected to advocate for the interests of women, which is
a typical general interest policy. Consequently, female legislators are perceived to be
relatively less inclined toward particularistic interests.

Based on these considerations, the hypotheses and its derivatives are as follows.

H2 Electoral districts where candidates with attributes that incentivize them to engage in
general interest policies are elected receive a smaller fiscal transfer allocation.

H2a Electoral districts where younger candidates are elected receive a smaller fiscal
transfer allocation.

H2b Electoral districts where female candidates are elected receive a smaller fiscal transfer
allocation.

We next consider factors other than attributes. Whether legislators possess influential
power over the policy process is crucial. In this manuscript, legislators with strength in
elections, a higher number of electoral successes, and ministerial and junior minister
experience are treated as influential figures.

H3 The electoral districts where candidates with prominence in the policy process are
elected receive a greater fiscal transfer allocation.

H3a The electoral districts where candidates serving longer as legislators are elected
receive a greater fiscal transfer allocation.

H3b Electoral districts where candidates with larger vote margins are elected receive a
greater fiscal transfer allocation.

H3c The electoral districts where candidates with ministerial experience are elected receive
a greater fiscal transfer allocation.

H3d The electoral districts where candidates with parliamentary secretary or senior-vice
minister experience are elected receive a greater fiscal transfer allocation.
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Empirical Analysis

Data
This study constructed an original dataset from various types of data4). First, the data

regarding subsidy allocations at the municipality level are used. These data are from the
Ministry of Internal Affairs and Communicationsʼ Local Finance Survey Municipal Survey
Sheets. Second, the data from Smith and Reed (2018) concern the personal attributes of
election winners. However, Smith and Reed (2018) only contain data up to the 2014
elections. Thus, the author created data on SMD winnersʼ attributes in the 2017 election5).

The resulting data have 2369 observations. The unit of analysis is district by year
(eight elections and approximately 296 districts per election6)).
Independent Variables Independent variables are the personal attributes or characteristics
of district winners. We use the sum of the birthplace dummy and the local political
experience dummy as indicators of winnersʼ local ties. Regional political experience
includes municipal and prefectural legislators and mayoral and gubernatorial experience. We
also included other attributes such as gender, legacy status, age, and bureaucratic
experience. Legacy is a dummy variable assigned a value of 1 if candidates inherit electoral
constituencies directly from parliamentarians within three degrees of kinship. Bureaucratic
experience refers to having a background in government agencies, particularly the Ministry
of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, the Ministry of Internal Affairs and Communications,
and the Ministry of Land, Infrastructure, Transport and Tourism, which have strong
connections with pork barrel projects7).

Winnersʼ other characteristics, such as vote margin, number of terms, and ministerial
experience, were also included. Vote margin, the difference in vote share between district
winner and runner-up, was also included. Additionally, we included the number of terms as
measure of policy influence of the winner. Ministerial experience and senior-vice minister
or parliamentary secretary experience are a dummy variables take the value of 1 if the
winner has experience as a cabinet minister and senior-vice minister or parliamentary
secretary, respectably.

The influence on subsidy allocation may differ depending on the governmental status
of the winnerʼs affiliated party. Considering this, the analysis incorporates a dummy
variable for winning of ruling party candidates and interaction terms between the ruling

4) The data of subsidies allocated from 1998 to 2019 fiscal year are used. We excluded data after 2020
fiscal year to avoid the COVID-19 pandemic influencing our analysis.
5) The data were created from various sources such as the website of the winners, website of HOR, winnersʼ
SNS accounts, newspaper, or Kokkai Yoran (The Handbook of Members of Diet). For the vote shares for
the 2017 election, Data originally posted on Yuki Yanaiʼs website (https://yukiyanai.github.io/jp/) were used.
6) Five districts that were abolished at redistricting conducted in 2002 were excluded from the analyses.
7) These ministries were pointed out by Asano (2006) as being related to particularistic benefit.
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party dummy and the district winnersʼ attributes or characteristics.
Dependent Variable The dependent variable is the per capita amount of subsidies
allocated to each district, specifically the national treasury expenditure and local allocation
tax special disbursement8). These variables were log-transformed9).
Control Variable This study employs two-way fixed effect estimations. This controls for
constant factors across municipalities over time and shared factors among municipalities for
each election year. Additionally, we controlled the party of the winning candidates
affiliated10). Finally, the number of zombie candidates is controlled. In models in which
characteristics are explanatory variables, attributes are put in as control variables.

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics.

Table 1 Descriptive Statistics

Variable N Mean SD Min. Max.

National Treasury Disbursement (per capita)
Local Allocation Tax Special Disbursement (per capita)
Winnersʼ Localness
Winnersʼ Affiliation to the Government Party
Winnersʼ Gender (Female = 1)
Winnersʼ Number of Terms
Winnersʼ Legacy Status
Winnersʼ Bureaucratic Experience
Winnersʼ Ministerial Experience
Winnersʼ Senior-Vice Minister / Parliamentary Secretary Experience
Winnersʼ Vote Margin
Number of Zombie Candidates

2369
2369
2369
2369
2369
2369
2369
2369
2369
2369
2369
2369

4
1.8
0.92
0.71
0.057
4.4
0.2
0.066
0.23
0.50
0.17
0.36

0.55
1

0.75
-
-
3
-
-
-
-

0.14
0.51

2.2
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0

0.0003
0

6.6
4.5
2
1
1
17
1
1
1
1

0.91
2

Estimation Strategy
This study uses a two-way fixed effect estimation of the effects of legislator-level

factors on subsidy allocation11). The aim is to exclude the endogeneity caused by how the

8) The author created a list that contains the names of municipalities within each district. It is created by
detecting geographic overlap of districts and municipalities. Using this list, the author summarized
municipality-level subsidy data at the district level. When a district contains ordinance-designated cities
(Seirei Shitei Toshi), which are divided into electoral districts at the administrative district level, the amount
of allocation for the city is multiplied by the population shares of the administrative district contained in the
electoral district. Some municipalities and administrative districts are divided into multiple electoral
districts. Note that the data in this study is incomplete for such cases because data at levels smaller than
municipalities and administrative districts is not available. To calculate the per capita amount of subsidy
allocated to each district, the study used district-level population data from the website of Akira Nishizawa
at The University of Tokyo, but this website is no longer available as of February 27, 2024.
9) Because some constituencies did not receive a single yen in special local allocation tax disbursement, all
constituencies were added to 1 and then logarithmized.

10) We categorize the parties into LDP, Komeito, Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), New Frontire Party
(NFP), which had 50 or more applicable persons, and others.

11) The TWFE has several weaknesses. First, though it provides equivalent estimation to difference- →
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district characteristics affect both the attributes or characteristics of MPs elected by the
district and their representational focus. For example, districts that seek more subsidies may
elect more candidates with local ties, and elected officials in such districts may tend to
allocate more subsidies, regardless of their attributes. To avoid this problem, the models
estimate the effects of winnersʼ attributes or characteristics on the subsidy amount within
the same district.

Specifically, the following equation represents the estimated models12).

＝ ＋ ＋ ＋ ＋ ＋ ＋ ＋

where is the amount of subsidies allocated to district after the election occurred in
year ＋ , is government status dummy, the vector contains key independent
variables that describe the attributes or characteristics of the winner at election in district ,

represents interaction term between the key independent variables and the
government status, , and represent the coefficients of key independent variables,
represents district-level fixed effect, represents election-level fixed effects, represents
the liner or quadratic district-specific time trend, vector contains control variables, and

is error term. Controling for district-specific time trend is equivalent to controling for
demographic variables such as population, despite assuming that these variables change
linearly or quadratically. To estimate the effect of pre- and post-winner factors, separate
regressions were conducted by varying from －4 to 4.

For all models, robust standard errors clustered by districts are used13).

Results
The analysis results in Figure 1 illustrate the marginal effects of the winnersʼ personal

attributes, represented by points and lines extending up and down that denote the point
estimates and 95% confidence intervals. Using interaction terms, we investigated the
disparity between the marginal effects of winnersʼ personal attributes for the ruling party
and the opposition.

Several points emerge from the results shown in Figure 1. Focusing on governing party
candidates, we found that legacy status and local ties positively impact local allocation tax
special disbursement. Specifically, districts in which legacy candidates or local candidates
won are associated with a greater local allocation tax special disbursement. On the other
hand, attributes of opposition winners do not have significant impact on subsidy allocation.

Next, we examine the effects of characteristics other than personal attributes, starting

→ indifference, confirming parallel trends is challenging. Additionally, the data used in this study do not
constitute a balanced panel, further exacerbating this issue.

12) Fouirnaies & Mutlu-Eren (2015) served as a reference in conducting the estimation using two-way fixed
effects.

13) Estimations were conducted using the lm_robust ( ) function in the estimatr package of R.
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Figure 2 Regression Results: Marginal Effect of the Winnerʼs Characteristics
on Subsidy Allocation
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Figure 1 Regression Results: Marginal Effect of the Winnerʼs Attributes on Subsidy Allocation
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Figure 3 Robustness of the Effect of the Winnerʼs Legacy Status
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Figure 4 Robustness of the Effect of the Winnerʼs Local Tie
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with governing party candidates (Figure 2). In this context, no variables significantly impact
subsidy allocation.

The detailed results of the effects of legacy status on subsidy allocations are presented
(Figure 3). The models that employ fixed effects (without unit-specific time trend) and
outcome variables at k＝0 (in this case, model is totally same as the analysis shown in
Figure 1) and k＝1 yield legacy statusʼs significant effects. In models that include district-
specific trends (linear and quadratic), the point estimates remain positive, but the statistical
significance is reduced. Thus, the analytical results lack robustness. A similar pattern
emerged with the effect of local ties (Figure 4). Looking at models without district-specific
time trends, the local ties of elected candidates positively impact the local allocation of tax
special allocation funds at k＝0; however, such an effect is not observed when the
dependent variable is altered to cover periods from －4 to 4, mitigating endogeneity
concerns. However, in models that included district-specific trends, statistical significance
disappeared. Consequently, we conclude that the analytical results lack robustness. This
implies that the effect of legislator attributes disappears when controlling for, for example,
demographic factors for each electoral district that is timely variant.

In summary, Hypothesis 1 was supported somewhat, but was not a robust result and
did not receive strong support. Hypotheses 2 and 3 were not supported.

Conclusion

This study examined the influence of legislator-level factors on subsidy allocations to
their districts. Previous studies highlighted two main issues. The first involves party-level
allocation strategies. Due to the lack of research on MP-level explanations of subsidy
allocations, it is still difficult to elucidate the geographical disparity of allocations. Second,
empirical concerns, namely, the possibility that legislator-level factors may be influenced by
factors such as the demand for particularistic benefits, vary across electoral districts.
Although these district-specific demands could affect legislatorsʼ pursuit of particularistic
benefits, potentially leading to a significant correlation between MP-level factors and
allocation of particularistic benefits, many previous studies failed to address this problem.

This study examined the effects of MP-level factors using Japanese subsidy allocation
data. To address this empirical concern, we estimated the effects of legislator-level factors
using two-way fixed-effect estimation. The findings indicate that there is no robust effect of
MP-level factors. Consequently, considering the empirical challenges of previous studies, it
is suggested that many previous studies failed to sufficiently acknowledge that elected
officialsʼ attributes or characteristics are endogenously determined, raising concerns about
the robustness of the findings.

The analytical results of this study also contribute to theoretical considerations
regarding the effects of legislator-level factors. Consider, for instance, legislators with
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attributes such as local ties or legacy status. This study assumed that voters would expect
legislators with such attributes to produce particularistic benefits and that they would indeed
distribute particularistic benefits to meet these expectations. However, these legislators may
not feel constrained by such expectations. In contrast, their electoral strength would remove
incentives for pork barreling. Following the same logic, being an influential player in the
policy process may have an inverse dynamic: while influential individuals may deliver
benefits to their district, they may lack the motivation to deliver further benefits because
they are already seen as electorally strong.

There are also limitations in this study. First, there are difficulties in extracting causal
effects at the level of legislators. Although this study conducted robust estimations using
two-way fixed effects, identifying causal relationships using this method requires
assumptions such as parallel trends, which are difficult to confirm. A more rigorous
examination of causal relationships between variables should be undertaken and
incorporated into the analysis. While pork barrel politics encompass various facets,
analyzing only the limited element of fiscal transfers from central to local governments is
also a limitation of the study.

Acknowledgments

This study was originally a part of the authorʼs doctoral thesis, although it was heavily
modified. During my Ph.D. program, the author received support from JSPS KAKENHI
Grant Number 19J22280 and Research Grant of The Murata Science Foundation.

References

Asano, M. (2006). [Institutional Reform in Civil Society] Shiminshakai ni okeru seidokaikaku: Senkyoseido to
Kouhosharikurūto. (in Japanese). Keio University Press.

Bagashka, T., & Clark, J. H. (2017). Electoral Rules and Legislative Particularism: Evidence from U.S. State
Legislatures. American Political Science Review, 110(3), 441-456.

Borghetto, E., Santana-Pereira, J., & Freire, A. (2020). “Parliamentary Questions as an Instrument for
Geographic Representation: The Hard Case of Portugal.” Swiss Political Science Review, 26(1), 10–30.

Brouard, S., Costa, O., Kerrouche, E., & Schnatterer, T. (2013). “Why Do French MPs Focus More on
Constituency Work than on Parliamentary Work?.” Journal of Legislative Studies, 19(2), 141–159.

Calder, Kent F. 1988. Crisis and Compensation: Public Policy and Political Stability in Japan, 1949–1986,
Princeton University Press.

Campbell, R., Cowley, P., Vivyan, N., & Wagner, M. (2019). Why Friends and Neighbors? Explaining the
Electoral Appeal of Local Roots. The Journal of Politics, 81(3), 937–951.

Carey, J. M. & Shugart, M. S. (1995). “Incentives to Cultivate a Personal Vote: A Rank Ordering of Electoral
Formulas.” Electoral Studies, 14(4), 417–439.

Carozzi, F. & Repetto, L. (2016). “Sending the Pork Home: Birth Town Bias in Transfers to Italian

R. L. R. Do Representative Characteristics Influence Government Transfers? 47



Municipalities.” Journal of Public Economics, 134, 42–52.
Catalinac, A. (2016). From Pork to Policy: The Rise of Programmatic Campaigning in Japanese Elections.

The Journal of Politics, 78(1), 1-18.
Catalinac, A., Bueno De Mesquita, B., & Smith, A. (2020). “A Tournament Theory of Pork Barrel Politics:

The Case of Japan.” Comparative Political Studies, 53(10–11), 1619–1655.
Catalinac, A. & Motolinia, L. (2021). “Geographically Targeted Spending in Mixed-Member Majoritarian

Electoral Systems.” World Politics, 73(4), 668–711.
Crisp, B. F., Escobar-Lemmon, M. C., Jones, B. S., Jones, M. P., & Taylor-Robinson, M. M. (2004). Vote-

Seeking Incentives and Legislative Representation in Six Presidential Democracies. The Journal of
Politics, 66(3), 823–846.

Crisp, B. F. (2007). Incentives in Mixed-Member Electoral Systems: General Election Laws, Candidate
Selection Procedures, and Cameral Rules. Comparative Political Studies, 40(12), 1460–1485.

Fouirnaies, A., & Mutlu-Eren, H. (2015). English Bacon: Copartisan Bias in Intergovernmental Grant
Allocation in England. The Journal of Politics, 77(3). 805-817.

Fukui, H. & Fukai, S. N. (1996). “Pork Barrel Politics, Networks, and Local Economic Development in
Contemporary Japan.” Asian Survey, 36(3), 268–286.

Gschwend, T. & Zittel, T. (2018). “Who Brings Home the Pork? Parties and the Role of Localness in
Committee Assignments in Mixed-Member Proportional Systems.” Party Politics, 24(5), 488–500.

Hirano, S. (2006). “Electoral Institutions, Hometowns, and Favored Minorities: Evidence from Japanese
Electoral Reforms.” World Politics, 59(1), 51–82.

Hirano, S. (2011). “Do Individual Representatives Influence Government Transfers? Evidence from Japan.”
Journal of Politics, 73(4), 1081–1094.

Marangoni, F. & Tronconi, F. (2011). “When Territory Matters: Parliamentary Profiles and Legislative
Behaviour in Italy (1987–2008).” The Journal of Legislative Studies, 17(4), 415–434.

Margetts, H. (2011). “Single Seat.” In Colomer, Josep ed. Personal Representation: The Neglected Dimension
of Electoral Systems. ECPR Press.

McMichael, T. C. (2018). “Electoral Strategy and Intergovernmental Transfers in Postwar Japan: Who Sees
the Unseen Pork?.” Asian Survey, 58(5), 847–873.

Muraoka, T. (2018). Political Dynasties and Particularistic Campaigns. Political Research Quarterly, 71(2),
453–466.

Ono, Y. (2015) . “Personal Attributes of Legislators and Parliamentary Behavior: An Analysis of
Parliamentary Activities among Japanese Legislators.” Japanese Journal of Political Science, 16(1),
68–95.

Papp, Z. (2020) . “The Mandate Divide in Policy Representation: The Substantive Representation of
Agricultural Interests in the Hungarian Parliament.” Parliamentary Affairs, 19(3), 376–392.

Pekkanen, R., Nyblade, B., & Krauss, E. S. (2006). “Electoral Incentives in Mixed-Member Systems: Party,
Posts, and Zombie Politicians in Japan.” American Political Science Review, 100(2), 183–193.

Raymond, C. D., & Holt, J. (2019). “Constituency Preferences and Assignment to Agriculture Committees.”
Parliamentary Affairs, 72, 141–161.

Riera, P., & Cantú, F. (2018) . Determinants of Legislative Committee Membership in Proportional

48 Ritsumeikan Law Review No. 42, 2024



Representation Systems. Party Politics, 24(5), 524–535.
Russo, F. (2021). “Going Local: Parliamentary Questions as a Means of Territorial Representation in the

Italian Parliament.” Political Studies Review, 19(3), 410–427.
Saito, J. (2010) . [The Political Economy of the LDP Regime] Jimintōchōkiseiken no seijikeizaigaku:

Riekiyūdōseiji no jikomujun (in Japanese). Keiso Shobo.
Scheiner, E. (2006). Democracy without Competition in Japan: Opposition Failure in a One-Party Dominant

State, Cambridge University Press.
Shugart, M. S. (2001). ““Extreme” Electoral Systems and the Appeal of the Mixed-Member Alternative” In

Shugart, M. S. & Wattenberg, M. P. eds. Mixed-Member Electoral Systems: The Best of Both Worlds?,
Oxford University Press.

Smith, D. M. & Reed, S. R. (2018). “The Reed-Smith Japanese House of Representatives Elections Dataset”
Sudulich, L., & Trumm, S. (2019) . A Comparative Study of the Effects of Electoral Institutions on

Campaigns. British Journal of Political Science, 49(1), 381-399.
Zittel, T., Nyhuis, D., & Baumann, M. (2019). “Geographic Representation in Party-Dominated Legislatures:

A Quantitative Text Analysis of Parliamentary Questions in the German Bundestag.” Legislative Studies
Quarterly, 44(4), 681–711.

R. L. R. Do Representative Characteristics Influence Government Transfers? 49



Appendix

50 Ritsumeikan Law Review No. 42, 2024

Table A1 Regression Result of Attributions’ Effects on National Treasury Disbursement

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4

(Intercept) 3.76* 3.88* 3.68* 3.61* 3.56* 3.44* 3.68* 3.81* 4.17*
[3.59;
3.93]

[3.70;
4.06]

[3.51;
3.86]

[3.42;
3.81]

[3.38;
3.75]

[3.26;
3.62]

[3.52;
3.83]

[3.70;
3.91]

[4.04;
4.30]

Winner’s local tie -0.01 -0.01 -0.03 -0.01 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.01 -0.02
[-0.06;
0.05]

[-0.06;
0.05]

[-0.08;
0.01]

[-0.05;
0.03]

[-0.04;
0.04]

[-0.04;
0.04]

[-0.05;
0.04]

[-0.04;
0.06]

[-0.05;
0.01]

Winners’ legacy status -0.04 -0.06 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.14
[-0.14;
0.07]

[-0.16;
0.05]

[-0.04;
0.14]

[-0.07;
0.15]

[-0.06;
0.18]

[-0.11;
0.17]

[-0.06;
0.11]

[-0.04;
0.11]

[-0.01;
0.29]

Winners’ government status -0.01 -0.14 -0.00 0.01 0.13 0.10 0.13 0.09 -0.07
[-0.23;
0.21]

[-0.32;
0.05]

[-0.17;
0.17]

[-0.17;
0.20]

[-0.06;
0.32]

[-0.08;
0.28]

[-0.02;
0.27]

[-0.05;
0.23]

[-0.27;
0.13]

Winners’ age -0.01 -0.02 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.01
[-0.04;
0.02]

[-0.05;
0.00]

[-0.02;
0.04]

[-0.01;
0.05]

[-0.01;
0.06]

[-0.01;
0.05]

[-0.01;
0.03]

[-0.02;
0.02]

[-0.01;
0.04]

Winners’ bureaucratic experience -0.07 -0.01 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.07 0.01 0.05 -0.05
[-0.16;
0.02]

[-0.11;
0.10]

[-0.09;
0.11]

[-0.08;
0.11]

[-0.05;
0.15]

[-0.03;
0.16]

[-0.08;
0.09]

[-0.04;
0.14]

[-0.11;
0.01]

Winners’ gender -0.06 -0.07 -0.08 -0.04 0.00 0.01 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03
[-0.23;
0.10]

[-0.28;
0.14]

[-0.21;
0.05]

[-0.18;
0.10]

[-0.08;
0.08]

[-0.10;
0.12]

[-0.11;
0.06]

[-0.14;
0.08]

[-0.08;
0.02]

Winners’ government status*
Winners’ local tie

0.01
[-0.04;
0.07]

0.00
[-0.05;
0.06]

0.02
[-0.03;
0.07]

-0.01
[-0.06;
0.03]

-0.02
[-0.06;
0.03]

-0.01
[-0.05;
0.03]

-0.01
[-0.06;
0.03]

-0.01
[-0.06;
0.04]

0.04
[-0.01;
0.08]

Winners’ government status*
Winners’ legacy status

0.03
[-0.06;
0.12]

0.01
[-0.08;
0.09]

-0.06
[-0.15;
0.03]

-0.03
[-0.14;
0.07]

-0.03
[-0.14;
0.08]

-0.01
[-0.14;
0.11]

-0.04
[-0.11;
0.04]

-0.05
[-0.13;
0.04]

-0.17*
[-0.30;
-0.03]

Winners’ government status*
Winners’ age

-0.00
[-0.03;
0.03]

0.03
[-0.00;
0.05]

0.00
[-0.03;
0.03]

-0.01
[-0.04;
0.03]

-0.02
[-0.05;
0.01]

-0.02
[-0.05;
0.01]

-0.02
[-0.04;
0.01]

-0.01
[-0.03;
0.02]

-0.00
[-0.03;
0.02]

Winners’ government status*
Winners’ bureaucrat experience

0.01
[-0.08;
0.10]

-0.04
[-0.14;
0.06]

-0.04
[-0.16;
0.07]

-0.00
[-0.11;
0.11]

-0.00
[-0.12;
0.11]

-0.03
[-0.14;
0.07]

0.03
[-0.07;
0.13]

-0.04
[-0.14;
0.05]

0.09*
[0.00;
0.19]

Winners’ government status*
Winners’ gender

0.06
[－0.11;
0.23]

0.10
[－0.09;
0.28]

0.11
[－0.01;
0.24]

0.07
[－0.08;
0.25]

0.03
[－0.08;
0.16]

-0.01
[－0.15;
0.14]

0.00
[－0.08;
0.09]

0.02
[－0.07;
0.12]

0.16*
[0.05;
0.25]

Number of zombies -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.00 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00
[-0.04;
0.01]

[-0.05;
0.01]

[-0.05;
0.01]

[-0.04;
0.03]

[-0.03;
0.03]

[-0.03;
0.02]

[-0.01;
0.02]

[-0.01;
0.02]

[-0.02;
0.02]

Year fixed effects ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
District fixed effect ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Winners’ party fixed effect ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Adj. R2 0.89 0.85 0.82 0.82 0.83 0.84 0.84 0.88 0.90
N. 1134 1434 1734 2044 2369 2044 1734 1434 1134

* Null hypothesis value outside the 95% confidence interval.
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Table A2 Regression Result of Attributes’ Effects on Local Allocation
Tax Special Disbursement

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4

(Intercept) 2.14* 2.12* 2.03* 2.07* 2.14* 2.20* 2.33* 2.39* 2.51*
[1.92;
2.37]

[1.93;
2.30]

[1.85;
2.20]

[1.91;
2.24]

[1.98;
2.30]

[2.06;
2.35]

[2.23;
2.44]

[2.28;
2.50]

[2.35;
2.66]

Winner’s local tie 0.01 0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.01 0.01 0.00 -0.03
[-0.04;
0.06]

[-0.04;
0.07]

[-0.08;
0.02]

[-0.07;
0.02]

[-0.06;
0.02]

[-0.04;
0.02]

[-0.03;
0.05]

[-0.04;
0.04]

[-0.09;
0.03]

Winners’ legacy status -0.02 -0.05 0.05 -0.00 0.02 0.01 -0.02 0.03 0.09
[-0.12;
0.09]

[-0.14;
0.05]

[-0.04;
0.14]

[-0.09;
0.09]

[-0.07;
0.10]

[-0.07;
0.09]

[-0.09;
0.04]

[-0.06;
0.13]

[-0.08;
0.27]

Winners’ government status -0.07 -0.07 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.05 -0.12 -0.10
[-0.30;
0.16]

[-0.27;
0.13]

[-0.20;
0.15]

[-0.17;
0.14]

[-0.18;
0.14]

[-0.15;
0.12]

[-0.18;
0.07]

[-0.25;
0.02]

[-0.31;
0.12]

Winners’ age -0.02 -0.00 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.01 -0.00 -0.01 0.01
[-0.05;
0.02]

[-0.04;
0.03]

[-0.01;
0.06]

[-0.00;
0.06]

[-0.02;
0.04]

[-0.01;
0.03]

[-0.02;
0.01]

[-0.03;
0.01]

[-0.02;
0.04]

Winners’ bureaucratic experience -0.01 -0.06 -0.04 -0.06 -0.08 -0.01 -0.02 0.01 -0.07
[-0.13;
0.10]

[-0.17;
0.05]

[-0.16;
0.07]

[-0.19;
0.07]

[-0.19;
0.03]

[-0.13;
0.10]

[-0.07;
0.04]

[-0.07;
0.08]

[-0.18;
0.03]

Winners’ gender -0.04 -0.09 -0.14 0.07 0.10 0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.07
[-0.21;
0.13]

[-0.29;
0.11]

[-0.29;
0.00]

[-0.04;
0.18]

[-0.03;
0.23]

[-0.11;
0.13]

[-0.16;
0.14]

[-0.14;
0.14]

[-0.19;
0.06]

Winners’ government status*
Winners’ local tie

0.00
[-0.05;
0.05]

0.01
[-0.04;
0.06]

0.05*
[0.00;
0.10]

0.04
[-0.01;
0.09]

0.05*
[0.01;
0.09]

0.01
[-0.03;
0.05]

-0.00
[-0.03;
0.03]

0.02
[-0.02;
0.06]

0.04
[-0.03;
0.11]

Winners’ government status*
Winners’ legacy status

0.03
[-0.06;
0.12]

0.01
[-0.07;
0.09]

-0.05
[-0.15;
0.05]

0.04
[-0.06;
0.13]

0.05
[-0.04;
0.13]

0.04
[-0.03;
0.11]

0.02
[-0.04;
0.08]

-0.03
[-0.12;
0.06]

-0.08
[-0.24;
0.08]

Winners’ government status*
Winners’ age

0.02
[-0.01;
0.06]

0.02
[-0.01;
0.06]

-0.01
[-0.05;
0.02]

-0.02
[-0.06;
0.01]

-0.01
[-0.04;
0.02]

-0.00
[-0.03;
0.02]

0.01
[-0.02;
0.03]

0.02
[-0.01;
0.04]

-0.01
[-0.04;
0.03]

Winners’ government status*
Winners’ bureaucrat experience

0.01
[-0.11;
0.14]

-0.02
[-0.14;
0.11]

0.00
[-0.11;
0.12]

0.06
[-0.09;
0.20]

0.11
[-0.02;
0.24]

0.02
[-0.11;
0.16]

0.06*
[0.00;
0.13]

0.02
[-0.08;
0.11]

0.11
[-0.03;
0.24]

Winners’ government status*
Winners’ gender

0.06
[-0.11;
0.22]

0.08
[-0.10;
0.26]

0.14
[-0.04;
0.32]

-0.09
[-0.21;
0.02]

-0.05
[-0.20;
0.10]

-0.02
[-0.15;
0.10]

0.02
[-0.11;
0.15]

-0.00
[-0.12;
0.12]

0.11
[-0.01;
0.23]

Number of zombies -0.00 -0.02 -0.00 0.02 -0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.01 -0.00
[-0.04;
0.03]

[-0.05;
0.01]

[-0.03;
0.02]

[-0.02;
0.05]

[-0.03;
0.01]

[-0.03;
0.01]

[-0.01;
0.03]

[-0.01;
0.03]

[-0.03;
0.02]

Year fixed effects ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
District fixed effect ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Winners’ party fixed effect ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Adj. R2 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.97 0.98 0.97
N. 1134 1434 1734 2044 2369 2044 1734 1434 1134

* Null hypothesis value outside the 95% confidence interval.
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Table A3 Regression Result of Characteristics’ Effects on National Treasury Disbursement

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4

(Intercept) 3.76* 3.75* 3.67* 3.63* 3.66* 3.50* 3.73* 3.87* 4.19*
[3.61;
3.91]

[3.62;
3.88]

[3.52;
3.82]

[3.49;
3.76]

[3.53;
3.78]

[3.38;
3.63]

[3.62;
3.83]

[3.77;
3.96]

[4.07;
4.30]

Winners’ number of terms 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
[-0.01;
0.02]

[-0.02;
0.01]

[-0.03;
0.01]

[-0.03;
0.02]

[-0.03;
0.01]

[-0.01;
0.02]

[-0.02;
0.01]

[-0.01;
0.01]

[-0.02;
0.01]

Winners’ margin -0.09 0.03 0.23 0.31 0.12 0.20 0.10 -0.08 -0.02
[-0.41;
0.22]

[-0.33;
0.39]

[-0.17;
0.64]

[-0.18;
0.80]

[-0.23;
0.46]

[-0.11;
0.51]

[-0.10;
0.30]

[-0.32;
0.16]

[-0.27;
0.23]

Winners’ minister experience -0.02 0.03 0.06 0.05 0.08 0.03 0.03 0.03 -0.01
[-0.15;
0.12]

[-0.09;
0.16]

[-0.11;
0.24]

[-0.15;
0.24]

[-0.04;
0.21]

[-0.07;
0.12]

[-0.05;
0.11]

[-0.06;
0.11]

[-0.15;
0.13]

Winners’ junior minister experience 0.01 -0.02 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.10
[-0.08;
0.10]

[-0.12;
0.08]

[-0.07;
0.16]

[-0.08;
0.18]

[-0.02;
0.15]

[-0.03;
0.10]

[-0.04;
0.08]

[-0.01;
0.09]

[-0.00;
0.19]

Winners’ age -0.02 -0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 -0.00 -0.01 0.01
[-0.04;
0.01]

[-0.02;
0.02]

[-0.02;
0.02]

[-0.01;
0.03]

[-0.01;
0.03]

[-0.02;
0.02]

[-0.02;
0.02]

[-0.03;
0.01]

[-0.02;
0.03]

Winners’ gender -0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01 -0.02 -0.01 0.03
[-0.13;
0.09]

[-0.09;
0.10]

[-0.07;
0.08]

[-0.05;
0.07]

[-0.03;
0.08]

[-0.04;
0.06]

[-0.08;
0.03]

[-0.08;
0.05]

[-0.02;
0.07]

Winners’ legacy status -0.01 -0.05 -0.01 0.02 0.04 0.01 -0.01 -0.00 0.00
[-0.08;
0.06]

[-0.12;
0.02]

[-0.07;
0.05]

[-0.05;
0.08]

[-0.04;
0.11]

[-0.06;
0.08]

[-0.05;
0.04]

[-0.04;
0.03]

[-0.07;
0.08]

Winners’ bureaucratic experience -0.05 -0.04 -0.03 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.01
[-0.14;
0.04]

[-0.12;
0.05]

[-0.11;
0.04]

[-0.06;
0.07]

[-0.03;
0.12]

[-0.02;
0.11]

[-0.02;
0.07]

[-0.04;
0.07]

[-0.05;
0.08]

Winners’ local tie 0.00 -0.00 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.00 -0.01 0.01 0.00
[-0.02;
0.03]

[-0.03;
0.02]

[-0.04;
0.01]

[-0.04;
0.01]

[-0.03;
0.01]

[-0.03;
0.02]

[-0.04;
0.02]

[-0.02;
0.03]

[-0.03;
0.03]

Winners’ government status*
Winners’ number of terms

-0.01
[-0.02;
0.01]

-0.01
[-0.03;
0.01]

-0.00
[-0.02;
0.02]

-0.01
[-0.03;
0.02]

0.01
[-0.01;
0.03]

-0.00
[-0.02;
0.02]

0.00
[-0.01;
0.01]

0.01
[-0.01;
0.02]

-0.00
[-0.02;
0.02]

Winners’ government status*
Winners’ margin

0.18
[-0.12;
0.47]

0.02
[-0.34;
0.38]

-0.06
[-0.46;
0.33]

-0.25
[-0.65;
0.15]

-0.02
[-0.30;
0.26]

-0.07
[-0.32;
0.18]

0.02
[-0.16;
0.20]

0.17
[-0.06;
0.40]

0.01
[-0.30;
0.31]

Winners’ government status*
Winners’ minister experience

0.09
[-0.02;
0.21]

0.05
[-0.07;
0.18]

-0.03
[-0.19;
0.13]

-0.01
[-0.20;
0.18]

-0.08
[-0.22;
0.05]

-0.05
[-0.17;
0.07]

-0.05
[-0.14;
0.03]

-0.04
[-0.13;
0.05]

0.06
[-0.09;
0.21]

Winners’ government experience*
Wiiners’ junior minister experience

-0.03
[-0.13;
0.08]

0.06
[-0.05;
0.17]

0.03
[-0.10;
0.16]

0.02
[-0.12;
0.16]

-0.04
[-0.15;
0.06]

-0.04
[-0.12;
0.03]

-0.02
[-0.09;
0.04]

-0.06
[-0.12;
0.00]

-0.10
[-0.21;
0.01]

Number of zombies -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 -0.00
[-0.04;
0.02]

[-0.05;
0.02]

[-0.04;
0.02]

[-0.03;
0.04]

[-0.02;
0.04]

[-0.02;
0.03]

[-0.01;
0.03]

[-0.01;
0.02]

[-0.02;
0.02]

Year fixed effect ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
District fixed effect ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Winners’ party fixed effect ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Adj. R2 0.89 0.85 0.82 0.82 0.83 0.84 0.84 0.88 0.90
N. 1134 1434 1734 2044 2369 2044 1734 1434 1134

* Null hypothesis value outside the 95% confidence interval.
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Table A4 Regression Result of Characteristics’ Effects on Local Allocation
Tax Special Disbursements

−4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4

(Intercept) 2.02* 1.99* 1.99* 2.07* 2.11* 2.18* 2.29* 2.33* 2.46*
[1.85;
2.20]

[1.85;
2.13]

[1.84;
2.14]

[1.95;
2.20]

[2.00;
2.21]

[2.07;
2.29]

[2.22;
2.36]

[2.23;
2.43]

[2.32;
2.60]

Winners’ number of terms -0.02 -0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.02
[-0.03;
0.00]

[-0.03;
0.01]

[-0.01;
0.02]

[-0.01;
0.03]

[-0.01;
0.01]

[-0.01;
0.02]

[-0.01;
0.01]

[-0.02;
0.01]

[-0.04;
0.01]

Winners’ margin 0.00 0.07 0.14 0.31 0.15 0.06 -0.09 -0.06 0.01
[-0.34;
0.34]

[-0.32;
0.45]

[-0.22;
0.50]

[-0.03;
0.64]

[-0.13;
0.42]

[-0.11;
0.24]

[-0.25;
0.07]

[-0.25;
0.12]

[-0.32;
0.34]

Winners’ minister experience 0.03 0.01 -0.06 -0.07 -0.04 -0.07 -0.05 0.03 0.13
[-0.09;
0.14]

[-0.14;
0.15]

[-0.22;
0.09]

[-0.19;
0.06]

[-0.15;
0.06]

[-0.15;
0.01]

[-0.13;
0.02]

[-0.06;
0.12]

[-0.05;
0.31]

Winners’ junior minister experience 0.02 -0.03 -0.00 -0.02 -0.00 -0.00 0.01 0.02 -0.02
[-0.07;
0.12]

[-0.12;
0.06]

[-0.10;
0.09]

[-0.11;
0.07]

[-0.07;
0.06]

[-0.06;
0.06]

[-0.04;
0.06]

[-0.04;
0.08]

[-0.11;
0.07]

Winners’ age 0.02 0.03* 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 -0.00 0.02
[-0.02;
0.05]

[0.00;
0.06]

[-0.01;
0.05]

[-0.01;
0.04]

[-0.01;
0.03]

[-0.01;
0.03]

[-0.01;
0.02]

[-0.02;
0.02]

[-0.01;
0.05]

Winners’ gender -0.01 -0.03 -0.04 0.01 0.06 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.04
[-0.12;
0.11]

[-0.15;
0.08]

[-0.10;
0.02]

[-0.07;
0.08]

[-0.03;
0.16]

[-0.08;
0.07]

[-0.09;
0.09]

[-0.08;
0.08]

[-0.14;
0.07]

Winners’ legacy status 0.01 -0.04 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.04 -0.00 0.00 0.03
[-0.06;
0.08]

[-0.11;
0.03]

[-0.05;
0.07]

[-0.03;
0.08]

[-0.01;
0.12]

[-0.01;
0.09]

[-0.04;
0.04]

[-0.05;
0.05]

[-0.05;
0.11]

Winners’ bureaucratic experience -0.01 -0.08 -0.05 -0.01 -0.00 0.00 0.03 0.02 -0.01
[-0.13;
0.12]

[-0.19;
0.04]

[-0.17;
0.07]

[-0.12;
0.10]

[-0.09;
0.09]

[-0.05;
0.06]

[-0.01;
0.06]

[-0.02;
0.07]

[-0.11;
0.08]

Winners’ local tie 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 -0.00 0.00 0.02 -0.01
[-0.02;
0.04]

[-0.01;
0.05]

[-0.02;
0.04]

[-0.02;
0.03]

[-0.01;
0.04]

[-0.02;
0.01]

[-0.02;
0.03]

[-0.01;
0.04]

[-0.05;
0.03]

Winners’ government status*
Winners’ number of terms

0.02
[-0.00;
0.04]

-0.00
[-0.02;
0.02]

-0.01
[-0.03;
0.01]

-0.01
[-0.03;
0.01]

0.00
[-0.01;
0.01]

-0.00
[-0.02;
0.01]

-0.01
[-0.02;
0.00]

0.00
[-0.01;
0.02]

0.00
[-0.02;
0.03]

Winners’ government status*
Winners’ margin

0.14
[-0.20;
0.47]

0.13
[-0.24;
0.49]

-0.17
[-0.52;
0.18]

-0.49*
[-0.78;
-0.20]

-0.20
[-0.48;
0.07]

-0.07
[-0.25;
0.11]

0.04
[-0.13;
0.21]

0.01
[-0.17;
0.19]

-0.11
[-0.47;
0.25]

Winners’ government status*
Winners’ minister experience

-0.04
[-0.15;
0.08]

0.03
[-0.11;
0.17]

0.05
[-0.10;
0.21]

0.06
[-0.07;
0.19]

0.03
[-0.08;
0.15]

0.03
[-0.06;
0.12]

0.06
[-0.02;
0.14]

-0.03
[-0.12;
0.07]

-0.08
[-0.26;
0.10]

Winners’ government experience*
Winners’ junior minister experience

-0.07
[-0.19;
0.05]

0.01
[-0.10;
0.12]

0.03
[-0.08;
0.14]

0.02
[-0.07;
0.12]

-0.01
[-0.08;
0.06]

-0.02
[-0.10;
0.06]

0.01
[-0.05;
0.07]

-0.02
[-0.10;
0.05]

0.01
[-0.09;
0.10]

Number of zombies -0.00 -0.01 -0.00 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.00 -0.01
[-0.04;
0.04]

[-0.04;
0.02]

[-0.04;
0.03]

[-0.02;
0.04]

[-0.03;
0.01]

[-0.04;
0.01]

[-0.02;
0.03]

[-0.01;
0.02]

[-0.04;
0.02]

Year fixed effect ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
District fixed effect ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Winners’ party fixed effect ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Adj. R2 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.97 0.98 0.97
N. 1134 1434 1734 2044 2369 2044 1734 1434 1134

* Null hypothesis value outside the 95% confidence interval.


