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Abstract

U.S. Congressmen are very likely to be reelected and survey evidence sug-
gests that voters are satisfied with their representatives. On the other hand, a
large political science literature interprets the high incumbent reelection rate
as evidence of lacking entry by strong challengers, analyzing its sources, conse-
quences, and potential cures. This paper analyzes the extent to which there is
a pool of potential candidates voters prefer to actual candidates, and what poli-
cies are effective at encouraging entry by preferable candidates. I construct a
novel dataset with detailed information on the political experiences and promi-
nence of actual as well as potential candidates and use it to estimate an entry
and voting model. My estimates show that there is a large pool of preferable
potential candidates who stay out of electoral races. I simulate the effects of
different policies that have been suggested in the literature to make elections
more competitive. Introducing term limits and imposing campaign spending

limits can have unintended consequences, and increasing the compensation of
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representatives substantially encourages the entry and election of preferable
candidates. I demonstrate that the stronger a winning candidate is according
to my estimates, the less extremely he votes in Congress, and the more federal

funds he attracts for his district.



1 Introduction

“If the people can choose only from among rascals, they are certain to choose a rascal.”

(V.0. Key, "The Responsible Electorate”)

Figure 1 shows the incumbent reelection rate in the U.S. House of Representatives over the past
50 years. On average, 93% of incumbents were reelected. One way to interpret this fact is
that voters are satisfied with their representatives. In the American National Election Studies
(ANES) conducted from 2000 to 2008, 79.44% of respondents stated they approved of their
representatives. On the other hand, in a 2010 CBS News/New York Times poll, only 9% of
respondents reported Congress members deserved reelection.! 60% of respondents in a 2013
NBC News/Wall Street Journal poll said they would replace every single member of Congress,
including their own representatives, if they could.? A large political science literature interprets
high incumbent reelection rates as evidence of a lack of entry by strong candidates who decide
to stay out of electoral races for various reasons.?o The purpose of this paper is to answer two
questions. The first is whether there is a substantial pool of potential candidates who stay out of
electoral races and whom voters prefer to actual candidates. The second question is which policies
encourage entry by preferable candidates most effectively. I define a candidate as preferable, or
electorally strong, if he possesses characteristics voters value in elections, holding constant the
ideological match between the candidate and his constituents. These characteristics might be
desirable because they are predictive of a candidate’s post-election behavior or because they are

a signal of general competency.

Two main challenges arise when tackling these questions. The first concerns data availability and
measurement. To evaluate the electoral strengths of various candidates, one requires a good sense

of what candidate characteristics voters value. Data on these characteristics must be available

1See  http://www.cbsnews.com /htdocs/pdf/poll_oil _spill 062110.pdf  (accessed  on
10/16,/2013).

2See http://msnbemedia.msn.com/i/MSNBC/Sections/A _Politics/ Today _Stories Teases
/Oct_poll.pdf (accessed on 10/16,/2013)

3 Abramowitz (1991) documents a lack of competitiveness in general elections in the 1980s.
Wrighton and Squire (1997) show how the number of uncontested House seats has developed
between 1912 and 1994. Ansolabehere et al. (2005) show that for at least the past 65 years, the
same is true in primary elections.




for both actual candidates and potential candidates who choose to stay out of electoral races.
The second challenge is the development of an appropriate empirical model. Candidates’ entry
decisions are endogenous and might select on characteristics unobservable to the econometrician.
The estimation framework must take them into account to recover unbiased estimates of electoral
strength. Moreover, entry decisions must be under policy control to assess how various policies

influence the strengths of entering candidates.

The existing studies address the issue of defining and measuring electoral strength by imposing
a narrow “objective” quality measure. Typically, this measure is a dummy variable regarding
whether a candidate held political office prior to entering,? or, in the case of the policy literature,
candidates’ education levels.”® The problem with these unidimensional measures of candidate
strength is their narrow scope, and more importantly, it is unclear to what extent voters value
them. In nearly all previous studies, the pool of potential candidates is ignored and analysis
is restricted to actual candidates. Analysis typically lacks an empirical framework in which
entry decisions are under policy control, though exceptions are Diermeier et al. (2005) and
Keane and Merlo (2010). Most political science literature focuses on what political conditions in
districts and in the nation as a whole, or what incumbent behaviors lead to arrival of politically

experienced candidates.® Another branch of the literature examines various policies that influence

‘Examples from recent years include Lazarus (2008a,b); Maestas and Rugeley (2008);
Goodliffe (2007); Hetherington et al. (2003); Carson (2005); Sabella (2009); Gowrisankaran et
al. (2008); Goodliffe (2001).

°See e.g. Ferraz and Finan (2011), Fisman et al. (2013) and Gagliarducci and Nannicini
(2013) for recent examples.

6Most do this by regressing arrival of politically experienced candidates on several indepen-
dent variables. For example, Bond et al. (1985) and Bond et al. (1997) find that an incumbent’s
previous vote share, the normal vote of the district, national tides, and ideological discrepancies
between incumbent and constituents affect the probability of arrival of experienced and well fi-
nanced candidates. Squire (1989), Copeland (1989), Krasno and Green (1988), Jacobson (1989),
Carson (2005) and Carson et al. (2011) report similar findings. Adams and Squire (1997) argue
that arrival probabilities increase for experienced candidates when the size of the pool of strong
candidates is large. Several papers follow the same methodology but focus on “amateur” candi-
dates or estimate arrival probabilities separately for these and “experienced” candidates, such as
Canon (1990), Canon (1993), Romero (2004) and Lazarus (2008a). Some papers focus on only a
few races and use detailed information on candidates’ strengths and their motivations to run by
identifying and interviewing potential candidates, such as Kazee (1980), Kazee (1983), Maisel
and Stone (1997), Maestas et al. (2006) and Stone et al. (2004).



the expected quality of elected representatives. Theoretical papers typically find that the policy in
question has ambiguous effects on the expected quality of representatives, and empirical evidence

regarding most policies is inconclusive due to contradictory findings.

The primary contribution of this paper is to address the two issues mentioned above. I create a
dataset with detailed information on the political experiences of potential and actual candidates
and construct a novel measure of how well known candidates are among constituents. T collect
these data for all U.S. Congressional primary and general election candidates from 2002 through
2010 and a large pool of potential candidates, consisting of elected officials in various offices
and the candidates that ran for these offices (e.g. state legislators, county officials, mayors,
judges, and CEOs). I then specify an empirical model that integrates potential candidates’ entry
decisions and citizens’ voting decisions. Using observed vote shares and entry decisions combined
with candidate characteristics, the model allows me to recover estimates for candidates’ electoral

strengths and to simulate policy counterfactuals in a straightforward manner.

Apart from its data and methodological contributions, this paper provides a number of empirical
results that are novel and contribute to the understanding of voting, political entry, and the
effects of policies on entry. My empirical analysis first investigates what the data reveal about
the relative strengths of potential candidates compared to actual candidates. I demonstrate that
there is a large pool of potential candidates who are more prominent than actual candidates
are. Moreover, they have experiences in political offices and other jobs that actual candidates
only rarely possess. Potential candidates’ entry decisions are sensitive to the attractiveness of
entering a race: Senate races, larger districts/states, and open seat races’ attract a larger number
of candidates who are more prominent but not necessarily more experienced than candidates in
the remaining races. To be able to evaluate the electoral strengths of various candidates, one
needs to know to what extent voters value candidate characteristics such as prominence and
experiences in political offices. A naive way to answer this question is to run an OLS regression
of vote shares in general elections on candidate characteristics. This regression suggests that

prominence and experiences in various offices are important predictors of electoral strength.

"Open seat races are races in which no incumbent participates. This might be the case because
the incumbent retired or passed away.



However, since the regression conditions on candidates’ entry decisions, unobservable candidate
characteristics might bias the estimates. For this reason, I present estimates from a model
designed to take this endogeneity bias into account, and show that a large pool of potential
candidates voters prefer to actual candidates exists. Winning candidates in Senate races, larger

districts/states, and open seat races are stronger than candidates in the remaining races.

Given that preferable potential candidates exist and are sensitive to the conditions under which
electoral races take place, the next question is what policies are effective at encouraging their
entry and election. I provide a number of novel mechanisms through which three prominent
policies influence the electoral strengths of entering candidates and show how they must be
implemented to raise the strengths of representatives. One popular policy suggestion in the
literature is the introduction of term limits. In my framework, introducing term limits creates
two effects. The benefit of being in office is lowered since incumbents enjoy it for a shorter period
of time (see Diermeier et al. (2005)), but the share of open seat races is increased, which attracts
stronger candidates (see Elhauge (1998) and Gowrisankaran et al. (2008)). While the previous
literature has acknowledged either one of these effects, to my knowledge this is the first paper
to analyze them jointly and to provide empirical evidence on their relative magnitudes. Model

simulations show that imposing term limits lowers the number and strengths of representatives.

Another prominent policy suggestion is to increase the financial compensation of Congressional
representatives. This influences candidates with varying strengths differently through two chan-
nels. On the one hand, the policy disproportionately influences potential candidates who are
at the margin of entering. If mostly weak candidates are at the margin of entering because
they have worse outside options, increasing financial compensation could increase the number
of weak candidates. I demonstrate that, in fact, electoral strength is uncorrelated with being
at the margin of entering. While stronger candidates do possess better outside options, their
higher probabilities of winning make entry as attractive at the margin as for weak candidates.
On the other hand, holding the attractiveness of entering constant, increasing the benefit of
holding office should disproportionately influence strong candidates. Since they are more likely
than weaker candidates to win elections, they are also more likely to enjoy the higher benefits of

being in office. Given that the first effect influences all candidates equally and the second effect



favors strong candidates, I find that increasing financial compensation leads to stronger entering
and winning candidates. The previous literature acknowledges that increasing the attractiveness
of holding a seat can decrease candidate strength,® yet, the combination of the two effects, and

their empirical evaluations, are novel.

The last policy I examine is the introduction of campaign spending limits. While the previous
literature focuses primarily on incumbents’ relative advantages in raising and spending campaign
funds,”? I present an alternate mechanism that determines the effect of limiting campaign spend-
ing. Depending on the degree to which candidate characteristics that attract campaign funds
correlate with characteristics voters value, campaign spending can boost the winning probabil-
ities of either strong or weak candidates. Spending limits can then have positive or negative
effects on the expected strengths of representatives. [ find that the ability to raise campaign
funds correlates positively with electoral strength, and hence winning candidates are weaker

under spending limits.

Electing candidates voters like is important to the extent that voters select candidates that will
perform in their favor after they win elections. Analysis in this paper focuses on candidates’
entry decisions, and not directly on the post-election behavior of winning candidates. However,
I demonstrate that electoral strengths and post-election behaviors of election winners correlate
strongly. Although strong candidates do not sponsor more bills in Congress, they vote more
moderately and less in unison with their parties, and attract more federal funds for their home
districts. These facts suggest voter behavior is consistent with selecting candidates who will

behave in the voters’ interests.

The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows. In Section 2, I present the data and reduced
form results. I introduce an entry and voting model in Section 3 and estimate it in Section 4.
In Section 5, I present the results from the policy counterfactuals and in Section 6, I show how

estimated electoral strength correlates with behavior in office. In Section 7, I conclude.

8See e.g. Messner and Polborn (2004), Mattozzi and Merlo (2008), Poutvaara and Takalo
(2007), and Caselli and Morelli (2001).

9See e.g. Pastine and Pastine (2012), Meirowitz (2008), Epstein and Zemsky (1995), and
Abramowitz (1991).



2 Data and Reduced Form Results

I use Federal Election Commission (FEC) data on all U.S. Congressional elections from 2002
through 2010 to assemble a dataset of electoral candidates. The data consist of vote shares,
names, and party affiliations of all primary and general election candidates. Table 1 contains
summary statistics for the election data. To construct a dataset of potential candidates, I
assemble data on state legislators, elected officials of state and county offices, mayors, CEOs, and
judges. I also include candidates for these offices, when appropriate. I discuss data collection,
data sources, and data availability across states and years in the appendix. Table 2 contains
summary statistics for the pool data. I merge both datasets and capture about 81% (90%) of all
candidates who won the election in the House (Senate). Considering both election winners and
losers, I capture 51%. Only about 12.2% of all candidates actually held political office prior to
entering; the remaining 38.8% that are captured in the pool were candidates for one of the offices.
For unmatched candidates, I search online for information concerning prior political experiences

and, if any relevant experience is found, adjust the information on their political experiences.

To construct a proxy for the prominence of candidates among constituents, I collect media
mentions for each candidate by searching for full names on newslibrary.com.® I control for name
commonness by counting the number of times a full name occurred in census data from 1910
through 1930.? T then regress media mentions on the number of times the name occurs in census
data and use only the residual of this regression. In order to make media mentions comparable
across years and states, I construct a media index by subtracting the mean of media mentions
in state s and year t, Media Mentions; ¢, from a candidate j’s media mentions at time ¢, Media

mentions;;, and dividing by the standard deviation in media mentions, o :

I'newslibrary.com is a digital newspaper archive that has full text articles for over 5000 local

and national newspapers. [ performed an audit study by randomly picking 50 candidates and
checking what share of hits were about the candidate in question and found that, on average,
the success rate was 91%.

2Currently, these are the latest years in census data for which full names are accessible publicly.



) Media Mentions;; — Media Mentionss. 4
Media Index;; = L (1)
USj,t

To avoid capturing news articles that cover campaign efforts and might be endogenous with
respect to candidate strength, I collect media mentions from four years to two years before
the respective election took place. Only media mentions in newspapers within respective states
are captured. In Table 3, I show that having prior political experience, or a highly visible job,
correlates strongly with the media index. Being a candidate in Senate or open seat elections, and
being an incumbent is associated with a high media index. Using ANES data from 2000 through
2008, I regress whether respondents recall the name of a candidate on his media index, and
find that the probability to recall the respective candidate increases by 34.5% (1.71 percentage

points) for a unit increase in the media index, a highly significant result.

To get an idea of the kind of candidates who enter electoral races and how they perform in
elections, I examine the 2004 Illinois Senate race in which Barack Obama won the Senate seat.
The Senate seat had been vacated by retiring Republican Senator Peter Fitzgerald. Republican
challenger Ryan withdrew after the primary election, which he had won, and the party selected
Keyes to fill the vacancy on the general election ballot. Table 4 presents all candidates, including
their party affiliations, their previous offices/occupations, their vote shares, and media mentions
in Illinois. This table is informative for several reasons: First, note that there are many more
media mentions in the 24 months leading up to the election than in the 24 months prior. The
reason is most likely campaigning and its coverage in newspapers. Next, notice that candidates
expected to have little media coverage before running for office have nearly no media mentions
until 24 months before the election. Vote shares correlate positively with media mentions, even
those from at least 24 months before the election. Media mentions in the 24 months leading
up to the election appear to predict vote shares better, which is expected if newspaper articles

report more about strong candidates or if writing about candidates increases their vote shares.

Turning attention away from a single race and toward the main dataset, I examine what the

raw data reveal about the characteristics of potential candidates and compare them to those of



actual candidates. Mentioned previously, only 12.2% of all actual candidates had prior political
experiences, and approximately half of them at least ran for office prior. Among election winners,
the respective shares are larger. By construction, the pool of potential candidates only includes
people who have at least run for office before and a lot of them have experiences in offices that
actual candidates only rarely possess. For example, governors and CEOs almost never enter
Congressional races, but are captured in the pool of potential candidates. State legislators, on
the other hand, regularly enter Congressional races. The degree to which voters value experiences
in these offices determines to what extent voters prefer experiences of potential candidates to

those of actual candidates.

Apart from candidates’ political experiences, their prominence might be an important component
of electoral strength. Figure 2 shows the empirical CDF for the prominence of actual candidates
and compares it to the one for the pool of potential candidates. Although the two CDFs look
almost indistinguishable, the one for the pool has a much longer tail of very prominent potential
candidates. Figure 3 shows empirical CDFs for only the most prominent candidate in each
election and the most prominent potential candidate in each year and state. There is a large
number of potential candidates who are significantly more prominent than the most prominent

actual candidates.

Candidate vote shares reveal how voters evaluate various candidates. Table 5 shows regression
results in which vote shares of general election candidates are regressed on several candidate char-
acteristics. A higher media index is associated with significantly higher vote shares for challengers
but not for incumbents. Candidates whose party had higher vote shares in the last presidential
election, incumbents, and candidates with prior political experiences in various offices receive
higher vote shares. To the extent that campaign spending influences voters’ evaluations of can-
didates, an important question is how campaign donors value various candidate characteristics.
In Table 6, I present regression results with total campaign funds as the dependent variable. 1
show that, on average, incumbents vastly outperform challengers in attracting campaign funds.
Having prior political experiences only partly closes the gap between challenger and incumbent
campaign spending. Adding candidates’ prominence to the regression almost fully explains the

remaining gap. Prominent challengers with prior political experiences are able to attract cam-



paign funds almost at the level of incumbents.

The vote share and campaign fund results suggest both voters and donors value political expe-
riences and prominence in candidates. If this is confirmed by estimates of electoral strength, it
implies a large number of potential candidates whom voters prefer to actual candidates. The
next question is whether any variation in the set of candidates who decide to enter electoral
races is observed. Table 7 shows regression results, using electoral races as units of observation.
Senate races, races in larger and wealthier districts, and open seat races attract a larger number
of candidates who are more prominent but not more experienced. Depending on how voters value
prominence relative to political experience, this has implications for the evaluation of policies

that increase the attractiveness of a seat, or the share of open seat races.

In the next section, I specify an empirical model that allows me to estimate the electoral strengths
and outside option values for actual and potential candidates. With these estimates, I can then
evaluate the relative strengths of actual candidates and simulate the effects of different policies

on entry decisions.



3 Entry and Voting Model

I develop a simple entry and voting model with two time periods. In the first, potential candidates
choose whether to enter the electoral race in their respective district,! and in the second, citizens

decide which candidate to vote for, or to abstain from the election.

Let L be the set of the 50 U.S. states. J is the set of potential candidates. Candidate j is
affiliated with party j, € P. In the first stage of the game, all candidates choose simultaneously
whether to enter the electoral race in their respective district or to stay out of the race. Formally,

y; denotes j’s strategy and we have that

yj €{0,1}VjeJ (2)

where the zero stands for staying out of the race. Every candidate j who decides to enter an

electoral race enters the primary election of party jp.2

In the second stage, I citizens make their voting decisions. Each voter ¢ decides which candidate
to vote for in exactly one primary as well as the general election, or to abstain. Let J denote
the set of primary election entrants in a district. Citizen i’s strategy is denoted by z; = [z 2]

where

zi €407} (3)

and zero stands for abstention from the election. The candidates with the most votes in each
primary election as well as independent candidates compete in the general election. Denote the

set of general election candidates as J&. We have that

27 € {0, 7} (4)

T only observe the state each potential candidate resides in. I randomly assign each potential
candidate a district within his state.
2Independent candidates enter the general election directly.

10



The candidate with the most votes in the general election wins the election and becomes the
incumbent.? Before I describe Nash equilibria in this game, I explain the payoff structures for

both voters and candidates in more detail.

3.1 Voters

Citizens vote for candidates based on the candidates’ characteristics. The utility that citizen ¢

gets from voting for candidate j is

wi = vtey (5)
vj = Qj+¢ (6)
Qi = BXj+aS(X;,n;)+n; (7)
S = BX;+ By (8)

where v; is the deterministic utility part, €;; is an error term, @); is the candidate’s quality
(shorthand for electoral strength), (5, 3%, 357) are parameter vectors, &; is a taste shock, and X
(n;) are characteristics of candidate j that are observable (unobservable) to the econometrician.
S(-) is campaign spending and « is the effectiveness of campaign spending. Taste shock §; enters
a candidate’s quality as an ex ante unobservable shock, which ensures that there is uncertainty

regarding who will win the election. I make the following functional form assumptions:

Assumption 1 ¢;;~ T1EV (o,), iid across i and j.

This assumption allows me to obtain a closed form solution for expected vote shares.

Assumption 2 {; ~ T1EV (o¢)

This assumption allows me to obtain a closed form solution for each candidate’s ex ante proba-

bility of winning the election.

3Tied elections are decided by a coin toss.

11



Assumption 3 7; ~ N(0,0,)

This assumption facilitates the numerical integration that is necessary when the objective func-

tion for the estimator is computed.

I assume that taste shocks {; only realize after the entry decisions have been made, and that

quality @; for all candidates is observed by all candidates.

Summarized, the model allows for candidate characteristics observed by everyone, including the
econometrician (X, S(+)), characteristics observed by everyone but the econometrician (n;,¢e;5),
and characteristics that only realize at the time of the election and thus are not observed by

candidates at the time of entry &;.

Abstaining from the election gives voter ¢ a utility of

ujo = Eio (9)

where g;9 is a T1EV (0.) error term.

The expected share of citizens who vote for candidate j is, due to Assumption 1,

s = cxp(v;) for | € P,G. (10)

J 1 + Z]IEJJZ el’p(vj/)

where [ indexes the election type, and J jP denotes the set of all entrants in the primary election

7 participates in.

3.2 Candidates

Potential candidate j enters an electoral race only if his outside option utility Vj0 is smaller than
the benefit he obtains from running for office. If he runs, with probability PJW he wins the

election and gets V which is the value of being in office. With probability 1 — PJW, he loses the

12



election and keeps his old job. Additionally, he must pay a cost of running for office, C; = C'+<¢.

Thus, j enters the electoral race only if

VOX;) < PY(Q;,Q-) VI(Q))
+(1-PY(Q;,Q-y) - VUX;) - C; (11)

0 < PY(Q;,Q-) [V(Q) -V X;)] - C; (12)

where —j denotes the equilibrium set of candidates who decide to enter the race, other than j.

I make the following functional form assumption:

Assumption 4 C; ~ N(C,o¢)

This assumption allows me to obtain a convenient expression for the probability that the net

benefit of entering is positive, conditional on the equilibrium set of candidates.

I set up the value functions as

V(Qj) = 7w(N)+6 [P (Q;,Q-5) - V(Q;)

+(1 - P(Q),Q-5)) - V(X;)] (13)
VOX;) = 70(X;) +6VO(X)) (14)
m(N) = BN (15)
(X)) = 68X (16)

where m(IV) is the consumption utility derived from being in office, as a function of the district’s
characteristics N and a parameter vector 8™, and ¢ is a discount factor. 7T0(Xj) is the period
utility of the candidate’s outside option where 3° is a parameter vector. PIW(Qj, Q—;) is the
probability to win reelection as incumbent. I assume that potential candidates either enter an

electoral race or stay out of Congress forever.

13



For ease of exposition, I will suppress the arguments for all functions f(A;) and instead write

the latter as f;. Assuming an infinite horizon, I solve for the net value of being in office:

0
vi—ve = 0 (17)
7 1—- 6P

The ex ante probability that potential candidate j wins the election is

PV = p]WP.P]W’G (18)

where PJW’P(~) is the probability of winning the primary election and PJWG() is the probability

of winning the general election, conditional on having won the primary election.

Using Assumption 2, I solve for the ex ante winning probabilities:

PWP _ prob exp(v;) S exp(vjry) il e JP
Zj”eJJP ea:p(vj”) B Zj”EJJP exp(vju) J

= Prob(Qj+¢& >Qy +& Vi € J))
Qj
_ erp ( 9¢ ) (19)
Erop e (%)

exp(v
7 Z Pexp UP*)f(v ) v ( )
] Qj
where UJP = maazj/ejf{vj/} ~T1EV | log E exp ( 02 (21)
j'etf

vﬁ* is the expected quality of candidate j, conditional on having won the primary election. f(-)

denotes the joint pdf of v*, the stacked vector of v . It follows that the probability of winning

the general election, conditional on entry, is

14



)
pw e (Us

j 0.
Zj’GJJ‘ erp (ﬁ)

where J; = JJPUJJ-G is the set of all candidates that decided to enter the race in candidate j’s

district.

Define the net benefit of entering the race as follows:
AV = PY(Q,Q-5)(V(Qy) = V(X)) = € (22)

A Nash equilibrium in pure strategies is defined by the citizens’ voting decisions 2* = {z{, ..., 2]}

and the potential candidates’ entry decisions y* = {7, ..., 47} such that

Z = Arg majcgo gy gy Ui Vi=1,..,1, VYl € {P,G} (23)

y; = arg mazycony Yi AVi(yi, . yp) Vi=1,.,J (24)

The game could have many Nash equilibria in pure strategies, but in any equilibrium in pure
strategies, the following conditions are necessary. All candidates who enter a race must derive
a positive net benefit from entering that race and all candidates who stay out the race do not

want to enter the race, both conditional on the equilibrium set of entrants:

AVi(yis-yy) < 0ify; =0 (25)

AVie(yt,-yy) > 0ify; =1 (26)

15



4 Estimation

4.1 Empirical Strategy

The earlier entry literature deals with the problem of estimating a model with multiple equilibria

by selecting an equilibrium and computing the likelihood of the game.!

More recently, new
approaches to estimating games with multiple equilibria emerged that do not require the selection
of equilibria. Chernozhukov et al. (2007), minimize an objective criterion function that consists
of the distance between observed moments in the data and the respective necessary equilibrium
conditions. The objective is to construct parameter sets that are consistent estimates of the
set of set of parameter values that satisfy the empirical restrictions. The sets constructed take
the form of a contour set of a sample criterion function. Quantiles of these contour sets can be

estimated by simulation and bootstrap methods, laid out in Section 4 of Chernozhukov et al.

(2007).

Moment inequalities, and the corresponding criterion function take the form

Ep[m;(6)] < 0
Q) = By [m;(0))'W*(0)]%
(@)1 = max(z,0)
(z)- = maz(—z,0)

where W (#) is a continuous and diagonal matrix with strictly positive diagonal elements for each

0. Inference on the parameter vector © can be based on the empirical analog of @),

/ 2

ming Qn(0) = %ZmJ(Q) Wﬁ/2(9)
J +

Moment equalities and the corresponding criterion function take the form

See e.g. Bresnahan et al. (1987), Bresnahan and Reiss (1991), and Berry (1992).
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Eplm;(@)] = 0

QO) = |IEplm;(0)/W'(0)|?

Inference on © can be based on the empirical analog of @,

/ 2

ming Qn(0) = izmj(e) W/2()

Estimating the model, I use both observed entry decisions and observed vote shares as data.
Entry decisions offer necessary equilibrium inequalities (equations (25)-(26)) and vote shares

equilibrium equalities:

si=3vjeJ, forle PG (27)

where (éé) are the expected (observed) vote shares for candidates who decide to enter.

In addition, in order to estimate o, 0, and o¢, I use the following moment conditions:

E [P]W - l{j Wins}] =0 (28)
] — 0 (29)

AV
ec

Var(éf)—a%%—a?-

G
6

~ 7T2

Var (ff) —0’727-1-(72 3

where

17



&~ <P>Q (32)
J §P J
& = in <G>Q (33
J gG J

Moment condition (28) uses the fact that in expectation, j should win with conditional (on
entering) probability PJW, and helps identify o¢. Moment condition (29) uses the fact that the
probability of j entering is equal to & (%) , and helps identify o... Moment conditions (30)
and (31) use the fact that the variance of the residuals (éf,ff) is equal to the sum of the

variance of §; and 7;, which helps to identify o¢ and o,

Thus, we have that:

JIVNO)ERY? + W2(0)(EEY + WH0) (AVA)® + T4 0) (P~ 145 i)

+W(6) (4 - @ <¥>>2 + W) (Var () - of + o %2>2

Q) = 2
W) (Var (&) = od +02- %) o (4 )l if g # 0
Av;\\ 2 _
1ot cwo (oo (3)) ] o () -0
and where I weigh each moment by the inverse of its variance W™ (), m =1, 2, ..., 7.

Since I must integrate over all entrants’ unobserved 7n;, the integral has a dimension of up to
30 (i.e., maximum number of entrants). Numerically integrating over 30 dimensions is unfea-
sible. Therefore, 1 approximate the integrals by treating the numerators and denominators in
the primary and general elections, respectively, as random variables (see equations (19) and
(20)). The numerator in the primary election represents a candidate’s own unobservable quality.
The denominators represent all primary and general election competitors’ qualities, respectively.
This leaves me with three dimensions to integrate over (i.e., numerator in the primary election,
denominator in the primary election=numerator in the general election, denominator in the

general election). Note that each element in the numerators and denominators is log-normally
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distributed: v; ~ lnN(Oj,afl) where O; = X, + aS(X;) is the observable part of candidate
quality. The sum of log-normally distributed random variables does not have a closed form

solution but can be approximated reasonably well, using the approximation due to L. F. Fenton:

ZQ] ~ N (pj,07) (34)
where O'J In [( n—1) (§ ZQO +1 (35)
— 2
pi=1In|> e +% (36)

j

I use a nested Gaussian quadrature on a sparse grid to perform numerical integration and I

confirm numerically that the approximation performs accurately.

The following parameters are estimated: 3, 87, 8°,C, o¢, 0., and o,,. Since (87, % C) are
only identified up to scale, I fix C'. 1T assume that § = 0.95 and I demonstrate that my results
are robust to the choice of § in Section 5. The constants in A™ and A° cannot be estimated

separately and thus I can only identify their difference.

For any values of a and 3%, § can be pinned down. I estimate 3% with OLS directly from
the data. Since nothing in the data allows me to convincingly identify «, I calibrate it using
estimates of the return to campaign spending from the literature. Suppose, an increase in $
dollars is estimated to lead to an increase in vote shares of As. I calibrate o by increasing
randomly selected candidates’ campaign spending by $ and searching for the value of a that, on
average, leads to an increase in vote shares of As. In the following analysis, I use the median
of a range of estimates in Gerber (2004)’s literature review on the return to campaign spending.
For each $100,000 of additional campaign spending, the vote share increases by 1%. I show that

my qualitative results are robust to the return to campaign spending in Section 5.
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4.2 Identification

Although all parameters in the model are identified by both vote shares and entry decisions,
some of the parameters rely more on the latter and vice versa. ( is identified jointly by vote
shares and entry decisions: What parameters make the observed vote shares, combined with
observed entry decisions and controlling for varying outside options, most likely? 87 is identified
primarily by how large the probability of winning must be to attract candidates. This depends
on the number and quality of entrants in districts with disparate characteristics. 8° is identified
primarily by how large the probability of winning for candidates with disparate characteristics
must be to induce entry. The moments in the data that reflect this are the number of entrants
with respective characteristics in electoral races with varying winning odds. The number of
entrants per race pins down the average winning probabilities which, combined with the value
of being in office, determines o.. o¢ and o0y, are identified by the variance of the residual in the

vote share equations. Additionally, the theoretical probability of winning helps pin down o¢.

4.3 Structural Estimation Results

Table 8 displays the structural estimation results. The reduced form results on electoral strength
from Section 2 are confirmed: A higher media index is associated with electoral strength for
challengers but much less so for incumbents. Candidates whose parties had higher vote shares
in the last presidential election, incumbents as well as candidates with prior political experiences
in various offices are valued by voters. The larger the state, the more valuable it is to hold
its seat, and Senate seats are more valuable than House seats. The magnitudes of estimated
outside option values reflect how likely potential candidates with varying experience are to enter

elections, given their probability of winning.

Table 9 compares real data with simulated data and shows summary statistics for election out-
comes. The simulated model fits the real data well. In Table 10, I replicate reduced form
regressions with the simulated dataset. I regress general election vote shares on candidate char-
acteristics, and find that the coefficients are similar. In Table 11, I test the out-of-sample fit of

my model. I simulate election outcomes for 2012 Congressional elections, which were not used
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in the estimation. I find that the model predicts the expected quality of winners, as well as
most other summary statistics pretty well. The model does predict too few candidates and the
reason is that in 2012, Congressional races attracted about 0.6 more candidates on average, in

comparison to the average value for 2002 through 2010.

I compare the electoral strengths of actual candidates to those of potential candidates in Figure
4. The strength of the set of actual candidates on average statistically dominates the pool of
potential candidates for the most part. However, in Figure 5, I show the that strength CDFs for
the best potential candidate in each district statistically dominates that of actual candidates.

This suggests there is potential for policies to increase the strengths of representatives.

Policies that change the incentives to enter electoral races disproportionately influence entry
decisions by potential candidates who are at the margin of entering. One reason the best potential
candidates choose not to enter electoral races is shown in Figure 6. Electoral strength correlates
positively with the outside options of candidates. This is expected if characteristics valued by
voters are also valued outside of Congress. If strong candidates possess higher outside options,
this means that, all else equal, they are less likely to be at the margin of entering since a lower net
benefit of being in office makes entry less likely at the margin. However, in Figure 7, I demonstrate
that strong potential candidates who stay out of electoral races, perhaps unsurprisingly, are more
likely than weak potential candidates to win elections. This means the benefit of entering is higher
than for weak candidates, all else equal. In Figure 8, I show that the two effects cancel each
other out; there is no correlation between electoral strength and the net benefit of entering for

potential candidates who stay out of electoral races.

I can now consider the effects of increasing the value of being in office. Although this raises
the attractiveness of entering an election for all potential candidates, the effect is greater for
candidates more likely to win the election since they are more likely to enjoy the benefits of
being in office. On the other hand, candidates more likely to be at the margin of entering are
affected more by the policy. As was just mentioned, strong candidates are as likely as weak
candidates to be at the margin of entering and they are more likely to win elections. Hence,

increasing the value of being in office disproportionately increases entry by strong candidates.
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In Figure 9, more attractive elections attract stronger winning candidates. The best candidates

in Senate elections and in larger states are better, on averages.

In Section 2, open seat races attracted more candidates that, on average, were more prominent
though slightly less politically experienced than candidates in races with a running incumbent.
Figure 10 compares the empirical CDFs of the best candidates’ strengths in open seat races and
races with a running incumbent. Electoral strength in open seat races statistically dominates
electoral strength in races with a running incumbent, suggesting that, all else equal, policies that

raise the share of open seat races increase candidate strength.

Another fact presented in Section 2 was that political experience and prominence correlated
with raising campaign funds. Figure 11 shows that there is in fact a positive correlation between

electoral strength and the ability to raise campaign funds.
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5 Policy Counterfactuals

In this section, I analyze the effects of policies on the strengths of representatives. For all poli-
cies considered here, I simulate counterfactuals by drawing from the (n,¢,¢) distributions and
simulating entry. I simulate entry by first setting incumbents as candidates in their respective
districts. Then I allow potential candidates to enter sequentially in reverse order of their net ben-
efit of entering. I do this until the sequence converges in a Nash equilibrium in the simultaneous
game; that is, all candidates that have entered a race derive positive net benefit from entering,
and all potential candidates staying out of all races derive negative benefit from entering the race.
Once the entry process is complete, candidates compete in primary and general elections. The
general election winner becomes the new incumbent and the entry process for the next election

begins. I do this until all elections from 2002 through 2010 are simulated.

5.1 Term Limits
In my first counterfactual, I introduce term limits at various levels T'. I do this by setting

T
V-vo=3"(P") (x—a% -C (37)
t=0

where T" — oo corresponds to the original specification without term limits.

Introducing term limits creates two effects. First, it makes winning the election less attractive
since the incumbent gets to enjoy the perks of being in office for a shorter period. Demonstrated
in the previous section, all else equal, this leads to fewer and weaker candidates since the decrease
in attractiveness of entering positively correlates with electoral strength. However, there are more
open seat elections, which, all else equal, leads to more and stronger candidates as explained in

the previous section. In Figure 12, the two effects are displayed over the length of the term limit.

Table 12 displays results of the counterfactual in which I allow incumbents to be in office for up
to six terms. Introducing term limits decreases the number of candidates, the mean electoral

strength, and the winner’s strength in comparison to benchmark data.
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The effect of imposing term limits should, in principle, depend on the discount rate Congressional
representatives have for future periods of being in office. The more they discount the future, the
smaller the negative effect of imposing term limits is. In Table 17, which displays results for the

case in which 0 = 0.8 instead of § = 0.95, the effect of introducing term limits is indeed stronger.

The results are partly consistent with the literature. Diermeier et al. (2005) find that imposing
term limits decreases the probability of running for incumbents, and the effect is larger for strong
incumbents. Keane and Merlo (2010) offer similar results, but they find term limits influence both
achievers and non-achievers equally regarding their decisions to exit Congress. Gowrisankaran et
al. (2008)’s results agree with mine in that term limits can increase the strengths of candidates.
However, they find the effect decreases in the length of the term limit whereas I find the opposite
result. This is unsurprising since they consider only one of the two countervailing effects imposing
term limits creates, the positive effect of increasing the share of open seat races. They ignore

the fact that imposing term limits also decreases the attractiveness of running for office.

5.2 Financial Compensation

The second policy counterfactual I consider is an increase in the financial compensation of Con-
gressional representatives. To run this counterfactual, I need to know the marginal utility of
money, A. Diermeier et al. (2005) estimate (in 2005 U.S. $) the net value of a Senate (House)
seat to be $2,144,921 ($789,693), using detailed data on Congressional and post-Congressional
wages. This value corresponds to V; — Vjo. I calibrate A by searching for the parameter A1 such
that

1 o ~
- Z AT (V= V0) = 789,693 (38)
J

where I average over all House incumbents and V; - V}O denotes the estimated net value of being
in office. This calibration is valid since V; — Vj0 is only identified up to scale. Multiplying the
entry equation (11) by any constant, and in particular by A, leaves entry decisions unaffected. I
can, for example, double the salary in my counterfactual by taking the salary of representatives

in 2005 ($324,200 for one term) and setting
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mj— 19 =mj — 70+ 324,200 - A (39)

As was mentioned in the last section, the effect of raising the financial compensation on the
strengths of representatives is ambiguous. For illustrative purposes, imagine two types of can-
didates: strong candidates with high outside option V[(} and weak candidates with low outside
option VLO. Suppose V — VLO >0,V -— Vlg << 0and Cj; = C > 0Vj. In the benchmark scenario,
PEV and Pg/ denote the cutoff winning probabilities such that the two types of candidates are

just willing to enter:

C
PV =Y <9 40
L=y —yo~ (40)

W C
Py = max{o,()} =0 (41)

In the benchmark scenario, no strong candidate wants to enter. Suppose now that V' gets raised

to V* > V such that V* — V) < 0. The new cutoff winning probabilities are

PV <P (42)

PY* =0 (43)

Thus, with a raised value of holding office, strong candidates still do not want to run for office
while weak candidates are more willing to enter. This is a scenario in which more weak candidates
enter while the entry decisions by strong candidates remain unaffected. In a world with more
than two types of candidates, the issue is more complicated but the intuition remains valid.
When strong candidates are less likely than weak candidates to be at the margin of entering,
increasing the value of holding office increases entry by weak candidates disproportionately, all

else equal.

Table 13 displays results of the counterfactual for increases in financial compensation by 10%,
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20%, and 50%. Raising financial compensation increases the number of candidates, the mean
electoral strength, and the winner’s strength. Considering the results from the last section, this
is plausible. Strong candidates are as likely to be at the margin of entering as weak candidates.
They are also more likely to win elections which means they will be more affected by an increase
in financial compensation. The magnitude of the effect is large. For a 20% increase in the
financial compensation, the expected strengths of House representatives rise approximately to

those of Senators.

Table 18 shows that results are robust to the monetary value of holding a House seat used for
calibrating A. Although the qualitative results are unchanged, the effect of increasing financial
compensation is smaller for higher monetary values of holding a House seat. The reason is that
the benefit of holding a seat is the sum of financial compensation and non-financial benefits.
Thus, the more a seat is worth, the less important is financial compensation. However, even
for a value twice as high as the one estimated in Diermeier et al. (2005), the effects of raising

financial compensation are large.

The results are compatible with findings from the previous literature. Keane and Merlo (2010)
show that reducing Congressional salaries by 20% leads to the exit of members of Congress,
especially by the more skilled representatives. Ferraz and Finan (2011) find that higher wages
increase competition for municipal government seats in Brazil and improve quality and behavior
of incumbents. In Gagliarducci and Nannicini (2013)’s study of elections for Italian municipal
governments, a higher wage attracts better educated candidates. Diermeier et al. (2005) find that
the incumbent reelection rate increases after a wage increase, which is something I do not find.
An important difference between this paper and Diermeier et al. (2005) is that their simulations
are restricted to behaviors of incumbents in Congress and thus their analysis does not consider

the effects of wages on the candidate pool.

5.3 Campaign Spending Limits

In this section, I consider the introduction of campaign spending limits. The estimated param-

eters that determine a candidate’s strength are the joint effect of a candidate’s characteristics
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on the voters’ evaluations of the candidate and the impact of these characteristics on campaign

spending;: 5’ =+ a- B5. In Section 4, I described how I calibrated a.

I introduce spending limits L by setting each candidate’s campaign spending equal to

ES;1Q; if £[5;1Q; L
5 = [S;1Qx] if E[S;]Qjk] < (44)

L if E[S;1Qu] > L

Table 14 displays the results of campaign spending limits set at various levels. While spending
limits increase the number of candidates, the quality of candidates decreases. For very high

spending limits, results converge to the benchmark scenario with unlimited spending.

In the last section, it was shown that electoral strength and the ability to raise campaign funds
correlated positively. This explains why I find positive effects when imposing campaign spending
limits. If strong candidates, on average, raise more campaign funds than weak candidates,
limiting campaign spending creates negative effects by increasing the electoral advantages of

weak candidates.

Table 19 displays results for the case in which I calibrate o with a lower return to campaign
spending. $100,000 leads to an increase in the vote share of 0.5% instead of 1%. Qualitative

results are unchanged, and even quantitatively, there are no large differences.

My results are broadly consistent with the literature. Milligan and Rekkas (2008) find that larger
spending limits lead to fewer candidates and smaller winning margins in Canadian elections.
Stratmann (2006) evaluates changes in contribution restrictions across states. He shows that
limits on giving narrow the margin of victory, and lead to closer elections for future incumbents
and a higher number of candidates. Hamm & Hogan (2008) find that low contribution limits

increase candidate emergence in state legislative elections.
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6 Behavior in Office

Although this paper identifies candidate characteristics that are popular in elections, an impor-
tant question is whether estimated electoral strength predicts post-election behavior of those
candidates who win elections. For this purpose, I regress various achievements of winning can-
didates on their estimated electoral strengths. I distinguish between horizontal strength and
vertical strength. While horizontal strength considers how attractive an incumbent is ideolog-
ically, proxied by the presidential vote share of the affiliated party, vertical strength measures
political experience and prominence. I present the results in Table 15.

The number of bills that a member of Congress sponsors'

is not significantly correlated with
horizontal or vertical strength. For federal spending directed toward the home district,? I find
the same result with opposite signs: Although federal spending is uncorrelated with horizontal
strength, it correlates positively with vertical strength. Roll call votes of incumbents who are
horizontally strong are more extreme and vertically strong incumbents vote less extremely. Sim-
ilarly, horizontally strong incumbents are more likely to vote in unison with their parties while

vertically strong incumbents are less likely to do so.? Finally, I regress voters’ satisfaction with

incumbents on strength using ANES data, and find no significant correlation.

These results suggest a few implications. First, the fact that electoral strength is a good predictor
of multiple dimensions of incumbent behavior suggests that either voters identify candidates who
will perform in their interests or that voters reward high effort in office. Another implication

is that Congressional representatives face a multitasking problem; they must decide how much

'Data on sponsored bills are from Adler and Wilkerson (n.d.).

2] use data from Berry et al. (2010), who compile a dataset from the Federal Assistance Award
Data System (FAADS) on non—defense related spending. He adopts the tactic used by Levitt
and Snyder (1995, 1997) to separate broad-based entitlement programs from federal programs
that represent discretionary spending. They calculate coefficients of variation in district-level
spending for each program contained in the FAADS data and use the coefficients to separate
programs into two categories of low-variation programs that have coefficients of variation less
than 3/4, and high-variation programs that have coefficients of variation greater than or equal
to 3/4.

3The extremeness of a representative’s votes is the distance from the House median voter,
measured in terms of first-dimension DW-NOMINATE scores (see McCarty et al. (1997); Poole
and Rosenthal (1997); Poole (2005)). I use a standard party unity score, which measures the
percentage of times a representative votes with his or her party when the parties are divided.
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effort to exert in various dimensions. The fact that vertical strength does not correlate with the
number of sponsored bills but positively with federal spending, moderate votes, and defecting
from the party line, suggests constituents do not value sponsorship of many bills as much as

bringing home pork and voting moderately.

To my knowledge, the finding on federal spending is novel. The majority of the distributive
politics literature focuses on committee membership and majority party statuses as determinants
of federal spending. I find that neither horizontal nor vertical strength correlates with being a
member of the majority party, of the Appropriations Committee, or of the Ways and Means
Committee. Controlling for committee membership and being in the majority party does not

change any results.

To examine how the strength estimates perform when predicting incumbent behavior in compar-
ison to measures of electoral strength used in the literature, I regress the outcome measures on a
dummy variable regarding whether the respective incumbent held a political office before being
elected. The results, presented in Table 16, show that a dummy for political experience alone

does not predict any of the outcome measures.
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7 Conclusion

In this paper, I compare the electoral strengths of potential candidates who stay out of electoral
races with those of actual candidates, and analyze what policies encourage entry and election
of strong candidates. I estimate a model that integrates candidates’ entry decisions and citi-
zens’ voting decisions with detailed data concerning candidates’ prior political experiences and
prominence. I find that there is a large pool of potential candidates whom voters prefer to ac-
tual candidates. Some of the policies suggested frequently in the literature as instruments to
increase the electoral strengths of representatives can lead to weaker representatives, depending
on the parameter values that determine electoral strengths and outside options of candidates.
My estimates reveal that increasing financial compensation of Congressional representatives has
a robust, positive effect on the strengths of representatives. The reason is that strong candidates
are as likely to be at the margin of entering as weak candidates and they are more likely to
win elections. It follows that increasing the benefit of being in office disproportionately affects
strong candidates’ entry decisions. I also show that imposing term limits has two countervailing
effects on candidate strength. Although a higher share of open seat races increases the strength
of candidates, the benefit of being in office is lower with term limits. [ find a decrease in the
strengths of representative. Finally, I show that electoral strength correlates positively with the
ability to attract campaign funds. For this reason, campaign spending limits have positive effects
on the strengths of representatives. While the paper focuses on voting and entry decisions and
not on post-election behavior of incumbents, I show that candidates who are valued highly by
voters do behave differently from weaker candidates after they win elections. Strong candidates
do not sponsor more bills, but they vote less extremely, and manage to attract more federal funds
for their districts than weak candidates. An interesting route for future research would be to
further investigate the connection between what candidate characteristics are valued by voters

on election day, and what behavior is valued by constituents after the election.
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Table 1: Summary Statistics: Candidates

Variable Mean  St.dev. Min Max
Total Campaign Funds in $ 745970 1979480 0 63253520
Media Mentions (State, 2 yrs) 175 535 0 36055
Media Mentions (State) 982 2159 0 49665
Media Mentions (U.S., 2 yrs) 807 4456 0 398771
Media Mentions (U. ) 4029 12859 0 608497
Media Mentions (National Media, 2 yrs) 17 105 0 8968
Media Mentions (National Medla) 120 471 0 18173
# Entrants Primay Election 4.31 2.77 1 28
# Entrants General Election 2.85 1.21 1 13
Open Seat Race .085 279 0 1
Incumbent .046 210 0 1
Senate Race .069 .253 0 1
Unopposed Incumbent .062 .240 0 1
Candidate Prev. Ran for Office 517 500 0 1
Candidate Prev. Office Holder 122 327 0 1
Offices held by candidates prior to running

State Government .013 15 0 1
Governor .004 .061 0 1
State Legislature .076 .265 0 1
County Official .018 132 0 1
Mayor 011 102 0 1
Judge .005 073 0 1
CEO .000 .015 0 1
U.S. House .015 120 0 1
U.S. Senate .002 .042 0 1

Notes: Table displays summary statistics for all primary and general election candidates in U.S.
Congressional elections from 2000 through 2010. Media mentions are collected for up to two
years before the respective election took place. Whenever “2 yrs” appears, media mentions were
collected for the previous two years (e.g. from 11/1/2000-11/1/2002 for the 2004 election), oth-
erwise they were collected for the full available time period (e.g. from 11/1/1990-2002). “State”
means media mentions were collected from newspapers within the respective state. “National
Media” stands for national media outlets and “U.S.” for all available US newspapers.
“Candidate Prev. Ran for Office” means the candidate was matched with the potential candidates
in the entry pool, i.e. he was either an office holder or candidate for one of the captured offices.
“Prev. Office Holder” is a dummy for having held at least one of the captured offices and only
counts challengers (i.e. incumbents are not taken into accont). All other mentioned offices refer
to having held the respective office.
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Table 2: Summary Statistics: Pool of Potential Candidates

Variable Mean/Sum  St.dev. Min Max
Media Mentions (State, 2 yrs) 19 146 0 16546
Office holders or candidates (when appropriate) for:

State Government 3185

Governor 1184

State Legislature 72672

County Official 30594

Mayor 3432

Judge 10784

CEO 22242

Notes: Table displays summary statistics for the pool of potential challengers.
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Table 3: Correlates of Media Mentions Index

Dep. Variable Media Index  Media Index
Pool All Candidates  Challengers
Senate Race 0.324 0.135
(0.023) (0.015)
Incumbent 0.845
(0.035)
Open Seat Race 0.108
(0.013)
Presidential Vote Share 0.124 0.110
(0.033) (0.023)
Candidate Prev. Ran for Office 0.120 0.073
(0.016) (0.011)
Offices held prior to running
State Government 0.779 0.768
(0.062) (0.053)
Governor 0.508 1.418
(0.113) (0.1)
State Legislature 0.182 0.361
(0.022) (0.021)
County Official 0.038 0.008
(0.057) (0.039)
Mayor 0.120 0.134
(0.072) (0.05)
Judge 0.256 0.362
(0.095) (0.072)
CEO 0.422 0.541
(0.208) (0.346)
U.S. House 0.485 1.138
(0.035) (0.044)
U.S. Senate 1.853 1.569
(0.073) (0.124)
Constant -0.489 -0.484
(0.016) (0.011)
R-squared 449 275
N 11777 9209

Notes: Table displays correlates of the media index explained in Section 2. Standard errors are
in parentheses. “Candidate Prev. Ran for Office” means the candidate was matched with the
potential candidates in the entry pool, i.e. he was either an office holder or candidate for one of
the captured offices. “Presidential Vote Share” is the vote share that the affiliated party received
in the respective district in the last presidential election. All other mentioned offices refer to
having held the respective office.
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Table 5: General Election Vote Shares and Candidate Characteristics

Dep. Variable Vote Share
Media Index 0.033
(0.003)
Incumbent 0.231
(0.006)
Tenure of Incumbent -0.009
(0.001)
(Media Index)"2 -0.001
(0)
(Media Index)xIncumbent -0.035
(0.003)
Presidential Vote Share 0.665
(0.006)
Candidate Prev. Ran for Office 0.005
(0.003)
Offices held prior to running
State Government 0.008¢
(0.01)
Governor 0.067
(0.018)
State Legislature 0.023
(0.004)
County Official 0.026
(0.011)
Mayor 0.045
(0.013)
Judge 0.042
(0.018)
CEO 0.057
(0.031)
US House 0.035
(0.006)
US Senate -0.010
(0.011)
Constant 0.049
(0.003)
R-squared 0.859
N 7752

Notes: Table displays correlates of general election vote shares for all general election candidates
in U.S. Congressional elections from 2000 through 2010. Standard errors are in parentheses.
“Candidate Prev. Ran for Office” means the candidate was matched with the potential candidates
in the entry pool, i.e. he was either an office holder or candidate for one of the captured offices.
All other mentioned offices refer to having held the respective office. “Presidential Vote Share” is
the vote share that the affiliated party received in the respective district in the last presidential
election.
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Table 6: Correlates of Campaign Spending

Dep. Variable Campaign Funds
Senate Race 2058275 2035154 1670973
(55966)  (55693)  (54686)
Open Seat Race 538982 457270 371356
(50148)  (50439) (48412)
Candidate Characteristics
Incumbent 1264916 822850 124861
(47255)  (62339) (63785)
Presidential Vote Share 540170 365427 357456
(88752)  (89728) (85886)
Prev. Office Holder 592463 251167
(54902)  (53723)
Media Index 643657
(20754)
Constant -122675  -120932 180507
(38815)  (38599) (38190)
R-squared 0.187 0.196 0.265
N 10219 10219 10205

Notes: Table displays correlates of campaign funds for all primary and general election candidates
in U.S. Congressional elections from 2000 through 2010, as reported by the Federal Election
Commission. “Presidential Vote Share” is the vote share that the affiliated party received in the
respective district in the last presidential election. “Prev. Office Holder” is a dummy for having
held at least one of the captured offices and only counts challengers (i.e. incumbents are not

taken into accont). Standard errors are in parentheses.
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Table 8: Structural Estimates

Parameter 95% Confidence Set
Candidate Quality
BMedia [0.19 0.21]
BMediax Incumbent — [-0.13 -0.10]
Bredia? [-0.00 0.00]
BIncumbent [0.94 0.98]
BPresshare [3.50 3.63]
Office held prior to election
BstateOf fice [0.23 0.26]
BGovernor [0.14 0.18]
BstateLeg [0.35 0.37]
BCountyOf fice [0.00 0.04]
BMayor [-0.18 -0.13]
Biudge [-0.37 -0.35]
Bcko [0.04 0.14]
BHouse [0.05 0.07]
Bsenate [0.14 0.19]
BRanForOf fice [0.06 0.10]

Value of Office

BT —p° [998.11  1095.48]
BSenate [62.39 104.54]
BBop [0.01 0.03]
B&pp [13.79 19.18]

Value of Outside Option

® redia [23.00 34.74]

Office held prior to election
BYtateo s fice [160.66  183.12]
Bovernor [187.87  224.18]
BrateLeg [320.57  386.17]
B ountyo  fice [105.02  131.84]
Vayor [392.08  408.38]
B dge [210.13  333.00]
BLro [530.03  657.15]
B ouse [141.58  217.40]
B2 enate [156.24  279.76]
[ |

BranForof fice 225.66  302.01
Other Parameters
o¢ [1.0067  1.167]

on [0.38 0.46]
Notes: Table shows 95% confidence sets for the model laid out in Section 3. See Section 4 for how the estimates are

computed.
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Table 9: Model Fit: Summary Statistics

Statistic Data Simulated Model
# Entrants 4.24 4.24
0 0.02
Mean Quality 1.71 1.69
0 0.01
Winner Quality 2.6 2.96
0 0.02
Mean Media Index 0.7 0.69
0 0.05
Max Media Index 2.88 2.92
0 0.14
Share of Candidates Prev. Office Holders 0.37 0.38
0 0
Share of Candidates Prev. Ran for Office 0.28 0.45
0 0
Turnout 0.42 0.42
0 0
Winner Quality in Races w/ Incumbent 2.52 2.88
0 0.02
Winner Quality in Open Seat Races 3.36 3.23
0 0.01
Incumbent Reelection Rate 0.92 0.82
0 0

Notes: Table compares the dataset of all primary and general election candidates in U.S. Con-
gressional elections from 2000 through 2010 to the simulated dataset, as explained in Section 5.
Sampling standard errors are in parantheses.
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Table 10: Model Fit: Replicating Voting Regressions

Dep. Variable: Vote Share
Indep. Variable  Data Simulated Model

Constant 0.06 0.01
0 0
BMedia 0.02 0.03
0 0
B]V[ediax]ncumbent -0.02 -0.02
0 0
ﬁM@dia2 0 0
0 0
/Blncumbent 0.22 0.29
0.01 0.01
/BPTesShare 0.63 0.78
0.01 0.01
BStateOf fice -0.01 0.04
0.01 0.01
ﬁGovernor 0.06 0.03
0.02 0.02
ﬁStateLeg 0.03 0.04
0 0
ﬁC’ountyOffice 0.03 -0.02
0.02 0.02
ﬁ]\layor 0 -0.09
0.04 0.04
Budge 0.06 -0.05
0.03 0.03
Becro 0.02 0
0.03 0.03
BHouse 0.04 0.02
0.01 0.01
BSenate 0.01 0.05
0.01 0.01
/BRamForOffice -0.02 -0.02
0 0

Notes: Table shows regression results, where the vote share in the general election is the depen-
dent variable. The first column displays results for the dataset of all primary and general election
candidates in U.S. Congressional elections from 2000 through 2010. The second column displays
results for the simulated dataset, as explained in Section 5. Standard errors are in parantheses.
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Table 11: Model Fit: Out-of-Sample Prediction of 2012 Elections

Statistic Data Simulated Model
# Entrants 5.02 4.07
0.03
Mean Quality 1.54 1.62
0.01
Winner Quality 2.4 2.54
0
Mean Media Index 0 0.7
0.01
Max Media Index 1.35 2.7
0.01
Share of Candidates Prev. Office Holders 0.28 0.44
0.02
Share of Candidates Prev. Ran for Office 0.24 0.41
0.01
Turnout 0.53 0.44
0
Winner Quality in Races w/ Incumbent — 2.41 2.55
0.01
Winner Quality in Open Seat Races 2.27 2.43
0.14
Incumbent Reelection Rate 0.89 0.82
0.03

Notes: Table compares summary statistics for all 2012 U.S. Congressional primary and general
elections to the simulated data predicted by the model for the 2012 elections, as explained in
Section 5. Sampling standard errors are in parantheses.

46



"sosoy[juered Ul oIe SI01I9 plepue)s Surdureg "HIUIl] WYY Y} JO YISUS] 9Y) S9)eIIPUT UTN]OD
0o JO Jopeay o], "SHWI] UWLID) INOYITM PIIR[NUILS SeM [9POU 1) YDIYM UI 9SBD YIRUWIYDUA( 91} I0J S213s1IR)S Aremimuns sAe[dsIp uwmioo
Srewypuag,, oY, "SHWI ULI9) IOPUN PIJRNUWIS SeM ¢ UOT)IAG UT [PPOW Y[} YDIYM UT 9S©D 97} I0] SO1)SI)e)s ATRUWITINS SMOTS d[(R], :S9J0N

0 0 0 100 100 100 0
180 280 880 680 680 L60 z8°0 91eY UOIIII[PY JUSUINDU]
100 0 100 100 200 100 10°0
96z 6% 6LC 89C 6FC €07 €T sooeY] Jeag Wad() UT AJEN() ISUUIAN
700 0 100 0 100 900 200
GLZ 69T G9C 69C SFC L9T 88'C  JULQUINOUJ /M S90RY UL A[eN{) IOUUIA

0 0 0 0 0 0 0
660 L&0 9¢0 €0 620 TO0 &l jnowny,

0 0 100 0 0 0 0
S0 S¢S0 L80 690 90 290 CF'() 9O 10 URY "AdIJ SOYRPIPUR)) JO AIRYS

0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1€0 220 ST0 ST0 ¥20 920 8¢'() SIOPIOH OO "AdIJ SeIepIPUR)) JO 9IRYS
L00 €10 SO0 2000 900 TT0 ¥1°0
92¢ 98T T9T LFT 9TT €60 6'C Xopu[ RIPOIN XBI\
200 ¥0°0 200 T00 200 F00 c0'0
¢ce0 FFO0 680 980 620 920 69°0 XopU] RIPIN U\
€00 0 0 100 100 T0O0 z0°0
8C GLC 69C €9C 8¥T €17 96°C Ajrreng) mouuIp
100 100 O 0 200 €00 10°0
ce'rT €91 IST  FFT 8€T  CI'T 691 Ayireng) uesy
200 70’0 T00 TO0 200 F00 200
cLe 19¢ €Fe STE 6T ST k4 SyuRIU #
9=1L G¢=1L ¥=1 ¢€=1 ¢=1 TI=1 ?rewypuog BIUEIELEUIN

SHTWITT ULID], :S[RNIORIIDIUNO)) 7T 9[qel,

47



"sosorjjueted Ul oIe S10110 pIepue)s urdureg UOIyesuoduIod RIDURUI UT 9SLAIIUI 91[) SOIRIIPUT UMWIN[0D OB JO IopraY 9 ], "uorjesuadimiod
[eIOURUY J[NeJOP JOPUTL PIJR[NIIS SeM [9POU 31} YDIYM UT 958D JIRWYDUS] Y} I0J $O19s1ye)s Arewrmns sA[dsIp uwnjod SIewyouag, oY ],
"U011RSTdUIO) [RIDURUL POSBAIOUT )M POJRNUIIS SBM ¢ TUOTJ09S U [9POUI 91} YOTM UI 9SBD d1[} I0] SO13S1IRIS ATRUITINS SMOTS 9[R], :S9J0N

0 1070 10°0 0
490 GL0 840 ¢80 o¥eY UOIO8[edy juoquunou]
10°0 €00 €00 10°0
cLe 97'€ SRS €e'€ S90RY 189G Ud() UT AJI[RN{) ISUUTAN
€00 €00 0 00
1¢°¢ L0°¢€ L6°C Q%% JUBUINDU] /M S90RY UT A)[en{) JoUUIpy
0 0 0 0
670 0 €v o 4l nouang,
0 0 0 0
70 770 S0 GH'() 901J() 10] uey "A2IJ S9jePpIpuUR)) JO 9IRYQ
0 1070 0 0
cs0 70 70 QC() SISPIOH 921 ‘AL Sojeplpue)) Jo aIeyq
€ro G000 L0°0 10
98 ¥ I8°€ 6C°¢ G6°C XopU] RIPOIAL XBIN
€00 10°0 0 G0°0
80T 680 8L°0 69°0 XOpU] RIPOIA[ UeIIA[
¢00 10°0 0 ¢00
S 9T°¢ S0°¢ 96°C ALJren{) IOUUIA
¢00 0 €00 10°0
¢0'C 8’1 LLT 69°1 £yreng) ey
700 10°0 ¥0°0 ¢00
9.°G 8y ¢y Ve sjwenuy #
%0¢ our duo)) Y0z oul duto)) 90z oul dwo)  Jrewyousg O13819R1G

oseaIoU] uorjesUadio)) S[BNJORIIDIUNOY) €T d[qe],

48



‘sosoyjueIRd UL 918 SIOLID prepue)s Surduweg -yl Surpuads oY) Jo apnjrugew
9T} S9YBIIPUI UUIN[OD 1[Ded JO Iopeay 9l [, ‘S SUrpuads noyjrm paje[Nuils sem [oPOU 91} YOTYM UT 958D YIRUIYDUS] 1) I0] SOTISIIR])S
Arewrwuns sAe[dsIp Uwmod SIRWydouag,, 9YJ, "%T JO 9IRYS 9J0A 8} Ul aSLaIDULl UR 01 SprI] 000001 [RUOIYIPPE U JRY) PIWNSSE SeM 1]
‘gt Surpuads ugredured Iopun pajeNUIls sem ¢ U0I1I9G Ul [PPOUL 97} YDIYM UI 95eD 97} I0J s$o11s1ye)s AIRTIUINS SMOTS 9[qe], :S9I0N

0 0 10°0 ¢00 10°0 0 10°0 0 10°0 0
LL0 ¥L°0 9.0 v.0 €L°0 1L°0 €L°0 L0 L0 ¢80 9jeY UONMO[EIY JUaquinu]
10°0 10°0 0 10°0 ¢00 G00 00 0 ¥0°0 10°0
10°¢€ 10°¢€ 66°C 96°¢C i ¢8'C GL'C 1L°¢ G9°C €C¢ so0'Yy JeaS Ud() UT AITeN() WOUUIA
0 0 €00 €00 0 €00 ¢00 ¢00 0 ¢00
LLC 9L.¢ L9¢ L9°C 19°¢ 6V'C v'e LEC 9¢c 88°¢  JuaqUNOU /M So0eY Ul £Y[eng) JUUIA
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8¢°0 8¢°0 LE0 9¢0 g0 €€0 €0 1€°0 1€°0 cro MOWITLT,
0 0 0 10°0 0 0 10°0 10°0 10°0 0
8¥°0 YA 670 G0 1670 g0 16°0 G0 g0 GP'0  99QJQ JI0] uey "Adld sejrpIpuR() JO S.Iey§
10°0 0 0 10°0 0 0 10°0 0 10°0 0
geo G¢eo €60 €e0 1€°0 €e0 €0 €¢0 €€0 8€'0 SIOP[OH 990G "Adld sojrpIpue]) JO o.Iey§
¢00 ¢00 G0°0 600 €00 €00 10°0 ¢00 10°0 ¥1°0
2! €'l 611 801 10°1 860 1071 66°0 GO'1 c6'C Xopu[ BIPS|AL Xe
10°0 0 10°0 10°0 10°0 10°0 0 10°0 0 G0°0
8¢ 0 ¢co LT°0 [4NY 11°0 10 10 60°0 1170 690 XOpUJ BIPON URSJ\
0 0 00 ¢00 10°0 00 00 10°0 10°0 00
¢8'C ¢8'C vLe €LT L9¢C 9¢'C 8V'¢C Ve (44 96°C Arreng) wuTIp
0 0 0 10°0 ¢00 0 0 10°0 0 10°0
6G°1 8671 qe1 Gq'1 g1 171 Ge'T T€T 6¢°1 691 Ayreng) weay
€00 €00 0 10°0 ¥0°0 00 G00 €00 10°0 ¢00
9¢¥y 197 oLy €LY ¥8¥ 667 ¢0°¢ L0°G 119 ¥C'¥ SjueIU #
Wg=7 WeT=T W=7 3J0GL=T H00G=T H0GC=T HAOOT=T HOG=T O0=T HIewWoleyg anstiels

sy Surpuedg uSredwe)) :S[eNORLIDIUNGY) FT O[QRL

49



Poprod suorjeridordde o) 09 swjpl wwo)) "1ddy,, PUR 99130 SUBIW PUeR sAem 91} 0 SIOJOI IO N2 A,
-pouurold pue soustiodxe reonyrjod seinsesur yey) A)1renb syepipued pojeurryse jo jred o) st  Lyrenty [eonasy,, Lijred pajerge oY) jo
areys 9304 Terjuapisald o) Aq parxoid ‘A[[eor30[0oPpI SI JUSQUINIUT UB DAIIORI})E MOY SIOPISU0D Jey) AJTenb ajeprpues pajyew)so jo jred
o1} ST ,AJ[en{) [RIUOZLIOH,, dAljRIUDseIdoI 10T} SN[ A0T] 9IRS oYM SNV O} Ul sjuepuodsal Jo oIeys o) ST JUaquInouy oqr, (‘P u)
UOSION[IA\ PU® JB[PY WOIJ ale S[[Iq Palosuods Uo eje(] ‘Ule) UsAIS ' Sunmp patosuods oarpejuasardar ® S[[Iq JO Iaquunu o) ST S[[Ig
#,, 'popIaIp oIe soryred o) woym Ajred IoY 10 ST UM S930A dATIRIUaseIdal © sowr) Jo odejuootod o) seanseowt A3un £11ed,, *((5007)
o100 ‘(L66T) [RYIUSSOY pue 9[00d (L66T) T8 10 AMeDHON 90s) $1008 LV NIINON-M( UOISUSWIP-ISIY JO SULIS) Ul PAINSROW ‘I9)0A
URTPOUI 9STIOH] O1[ WIOIJ $9J0A [[RD [[01 §,9ATIRIUSSOIADI © JO 0DURISIP Y ST 1030/ URIPON UWIOIJ 90URISI(],, 'F/¢ 07 [enbo I0 Ul I01esid
UOIJBLIBA JO SJUSIDIJR0D aARY Jey) swreidord uorjerreA-y3iy pue /¢ uey) ssa] UOIJRLIRA JO SJUSIDIJE0D dARY Jey) swreldold uoIjeLIeA-moj
Jo sor10803ed om) ojul swrerdord ojeredes 01 SIUSIDIPO0D OY) OSTL PUR BIRP SOV VA 91 Ul pourejuod urerdord yoes 10j Surpueds [0a9]
-1OLIJSIP U UOTJRIIBA JO SIULIOIJO0D 9)RINORY Aoy [, "Furpuads A1euorjorosip jueserdsr ey swerdold [eIopo] WodJ sweidord justoiIjue
poaseq-peorq ojeredss 01 (L66T ‘G66T) 1OpAug pue 11a9r] Aq pesn o11ov) o) sydope of -Surpuads pojelal asuajop-uou uo (§AVV)
UI9)SAG JR(] PIRMY 90URISISSY [RIOPO] o) W0 joseiep e ofiduiod oym ‘(OT(0g) 'Te 10 AIIog UIOIJ BIRD oSN [ “1OLIISIP S,9AIYR)UasoIdoT
o) pIeMO) pajoaIp Sulpuads [eIopsaj Jo S0 [RInjeu ayy st (Surpuads)uy, ‘seseyjuared UI oIk SIOLS PIRPURIG "SOTISLIDJORIRYD IO} UO
poassaIdal axe ()7 YSnoIy) ()7 WOIJ SoAT)eIussalIdol [RUOISSOISTO)) JO SIOTARI[D( STIOTIRA 9I9M $)[NSII UOTSSDI801 SARIASTP o[qRT, 890N

LLTT 1Tl GLTT LLTT LLTT N

£00°0 1¥0°0 geono 1890 ¥€0°0 porenbs-y

900°0 167°0 79¢€°0 L00°0 17070

6960 G09°¢l 09268 G990 €96°61 JaeISuor)

cvT'0 VL 0T 91¢'8 64T°0 Gc6'0

9000 €8¢ - 1€9°4 ¢Ca 0 0020~ Lyred s yuaplsolq

cvT'0 7L 0T viC8 64T°0 Gc6'0

¥00°0 coee 0E8¥- €1c0- 8E1°0- £yaed lepy oquidpy

110°0 1.8°0 L89°0 €100 700

920°0 ddaly 9670 €070 9€0°0 wwo) 1ddy rquopy

1070 ¢L0'T PI80 9100 ¢60°0

L10°0 0€4°C Pas8'1 0200 941’0 "oy NM U

600°0 €¢L°0 6910 6000 65070

9700 gee'T L8T'8 wTo G90°0- £rren(y) [ejuoZLIox]

9000 80 60€°0 9000 9€0°0

700°0 17€0 GeLC ¢50°0- 661°0 Ayreng) [eoTeA
JUOqUUINOUT oI  S[IF # Au() £)IeJ I0J0A WRIPOJN Wioif 9owelsiq (Surpuadg)uy alqreriep ~do(T

Ayrengy) oyeprpue)) pue IOTARYag YUSQUINOUL :CT 9[qRT,

50



001 TImod suorjerrdordde oy 03 sl wwo)) “Iddy, pue 90931WWod SUBSW puk sAem oy
0) SI9JPI | TWWO)) NP, OAIIRIUoseIdaI I91) oY1 40T} 99e)s oym SNV O} Ul sjuapuodsal Jo areys oY) ST  JUaqunou] oayI, (‘pru)
UOSION[IA\ PUR IO[PY WOJJ oIe s[[Iq palosuods uo vje(] wid) uaAld & Sunnp paiosuods aaryejuesardal e s[[iq Jo Iaquinu ay) st S[Ig
#,, 'popIaIp oIe soryred o) woym Ajred IoY 10 ST UM S930A dATIRIUaseIdal © sowr) Jo odejuootod o) seanseowt A3un £11ed,, *((5007)
o100 ‘(L66T) [RYIUSSOY pue 9[00d (L66T) T8 10 AMeDHON 90s) $1008 LV NIINON-M( UOISUSWIP-ISIY JO SULIS) Ul PAINSROW ‘I9)0A
URTPOUI 9STIOH] O1[ WIOIJ $9J0A [[RD [[01 §,9ATIRIUSSOIADI © JO 0DURISIP Y ST 1030/ URIPON UWIOIJ 90URISI(],, 'F/¢ 07 [enbo I0 Ul I01esid
UOIJBLIBA JO SJUSIDIJR0D aARY Jey) swreidord uorjerreA-y3iy pue /¢ uey) ssa] UOIJRLIRA JO SJUSIDIJE0D dARY Jey) swreldold uoIjeLIeA-moj
Jo sor10803ed om) ojul swrerdord ojeredes 01 SIUSIDIPO0D OY) OSTL PUR BIRP SOV VA 91 Ul pourejuod urerdord yoes 10j Surpueds [0a9]
-1OLIJSIP U UOTJRIIBA JO SIULIOIJO0D 9)RINORY Aoy [, "Furpuads A1euorjorosip jueserdsr ey swerdold [eIopo] WodJ sweidord justoiIjue
poaseq-peorq ojeredss 01 (L66T ‘G66T) 1OpAug pue 11a9r] Aq pesn o11ov) o) sydope of -Surpuads pojelal asuajop-uou uo (§AVV)
UI9)SAG JR(] PIRMY 90URISISSY [RIOPO] o) W0 joseiep e ofiduiod oym ‘(OT(0g) 'Te 10 AIIog UIOIJ BIRD oSN [ “1OLIISIP S,9AIYR)UasoIdoT
o) pIeMO) pajoaIp Sulpuads [eIopsaj Jo S0 [RInjeu ayy st (Surpuads)uy, ‘seseyjuared UI oIk SIOLS PIRPURIG "SOTISLIDJORIRYD IO} UO
poassaIdal axe ()7 YSnoIy) ()7 WOIJ SoAT)eIussalIdol [RUOISSOISTO)) JO SIOTARI[D( STIOTIRA 9I9M $)[NSII UOTSSDI801 SARIASTP o[qRT, 890N

9000 1670 ¥79¢€°0 20070 70°0 N

696°0 c09°¢I 09.°68 ¢99°0 £96°61 parenbs-y

cr1o erL 01 91¢'8 6G6T°0 gc6'0

90070 €8¢ T- 1¢9°2 44 00¢ 0- JueIsuoy

cr1To IvL 01 V1c'8 6G6T°0 gc6'0

#0070 c0¢'¢ 0e8 - ¢1¢0- 8¢10- Ajred s yuoprsarq

1100 1.8°0 289°0 ¢10°0 7,070

9¢0°0 (44 GGee o €vo0- 9¢0°0 Lyred -lepy roqusiy

V10°0 ¢l0'T V180 9100 ¢60°0

L1070 0€9°C Pe8'T 020°0 96170 wwo) “1ddy IquLy

600°0 £€cL0 6970 600°0 65070

9700 Qee'l L8T'S 710 G90°0- WOy NZYM PqURN

G100 10C°T 1880 2100 660°0

¢10'0 871'C 1L88°0- ¢00°0- 020°0- I9PJOH 9O SNolaaddg
JUOqUINOUT oI  S[I # Au() £)IeJ I0j0A WRIPOJN W0} ooue)si (Surpuadg)up arqeriep do(T

90uaIIddX TedIH[O PU® IOTARYRY JUSQUINOUT 9T S[qR],

o1



Figure 1: Incumbent Reelection Rate in the U.S. House of Representatives
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Notes: Figure shows the incumbent reelection rate in the U.S. House of Representatives. Source:
http://www.opensecrets.org/bigpicture/reelect.php, accessed on October 15 2013.
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Figure 2: Prominence: Entrants vs. Non-Entrants

Empirical CIF
T T

: CIF of Media Index: Entrants

O S e i ------- CIF of Media Index: Mon-Entrants H

ﬁ O‘E ..................................................................................... -
=)
=

o A R S S T I I E R =
]
=

"‘LT_"' |:|+4 L o o o e o e Ty AT v B A M 00 i A i 0% S YT Aot o BT St A UM A L VN v it ok 0 S L e S S eAE A S % e -

|:|+3 B T T B D P R T R e R L R R e A PR R L -

e IR L e .......... ......... ......... ......... ......... ......... ..........

O i bt ......... .......... ......... ......... ......... ........ o

i i | ] i ] i ! ]
-10 ] 10 20 30 40 5 B0 il a0

Hedia Index

Notes: Figure shows the empirical CDF of the media index for entrants (all primary and general
election candidates in U.S. Congressional elections from 2000 through 2010) as well as for all
non-entrants that are captured in the pool of potential candidates, as explained in Section 2.
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Figure 3: Prominence: Most Prominent Entrants vs. Most Prominent Non-Entrants

Enpirical CIF
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Notes: Figure shows the empirical CDF of the media index for the most prominent entrants in each
district (from all U.S. Congressional primary and general elections from 2000 through 2010) as
well as for the most prominent non-entrants in each state and year that are captured in the pool of

potential candidates, as explained in Section 2.
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Figure 4: Candidate Quality: Entrants vs. Non-Entrants

Enpirical CIF
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Notes: Figure shows the empirical CDF of the estimated quality for entrants (all primary and general
election candidates in U.S. Congressional elections from 2000 through 2010) as well as for all
non-entrants that are captured in the pool of potential candidates, as explained in Section 2.
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Figure 5: Candidate Quality: Best Entrants vs. Best Non-Entrants

Enpirical CIF
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Notes: Figure shows the empirical CDF of the estimated quality for the highest quality entrants in each

district (from all

U.S. Congressional primary and general elections from 2000 through 2010) as well

as for the highest quality non-entrants in each state and year that are captured in the pool of potential

candidates, as explained in Section 2..
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Figure 6: Candidate Quality and Outside Option

Quality

Notes: Figure shows the estimated outside options and qualities for candidates. The red line displays the

linear fit.
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Figure 7: Candidate Quality and the Probability of Winning

Notes: Figure shows the probability of winning, P", for all non-entrants in the benchmark simulated
dataset on the vertical axis. The horizontal axis shows the respective estimated qualities.
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Figure 8: Candidate Quality and the Margin of Entering
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Notes: Figure shows the net benefit of entering for all non entrants, AV, in the benchmark simulated
dataset on the vertical axis. The horizontal axis shows the respective estimated qualities. The red line is

an estimated polynomial of degree 3.
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Figure 9: District Characteristics and Candidate Quality
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Notes: Figure shows the average quality of election winners. The first graph distinguishes between
House elections and Senate elections, the second between states with a below average population
and those with an above average population and the third graph distinguishes between districts
with a below average median household income and an above average median household income.
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Figure 10: Candidate Quality in Open Seat Races and Races with an Incumbent

Enpirical CIF
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Notes: Figure compares the empirical CDF of the estimated quality for the highest quality entrants in
races with an incumbent and open seat races, respectively.
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Figure 11: Campaign Spending and Candidate Quality

Campaign Funds
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Notes: Figure shows candidates’ total campaign funds on the vertical axis and estimated qualities on
the horizontal axis. The red line displays the linear fit.
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Figure 12: The Two Effects of Introducing Term Limits
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Notes: Figure compares the benchmark simulated data without term limits and the simulated datasets
with varying term limits. The horizontal axis indicates the length of term limits 7. The blue bars show
the difference in the share of open seat races where the share of open seat races in the benchmark scenario
is subtracted from the share of open seat races under term limits. The red bars show the equivalent wage
decrease per term in office, in $100k, that results by imposing term limits (see Section 5 for how I calibrate

the model to express magnitudes in terms of §).
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Appendix

Robustness Checks

62



"sosoyjuered UI ole SIOLI plepue)s Surdureg W ULID) oY) JO Y)3US[ O3 S9IRIIPUI UN]0D OB JO JoPesl] o, "G6'() = ¢ [IMm pue
SHTWI] WIS JNOYIIM PIJR[NUIIS SeM [OPOUW 91} YDIYM UT 958D NIRWYOUSq oY) J0] SO13s1yR)s ATewrmns sAe[dsIp Uwnjod NIewyouag,, o7 ],
'Q°0 = ¢ YIIM PUR SHIUWI] ULIOY IOPUN POJR[NUIIS SeM ¢ UO0I1D0G Ul [9POW o) YOTYM UI 958D 01} J0] SO1)SIJe)s ATRUUWINS SMOYS 9[(R], :S9J0N

0 0 0 100 100 T00 0

60 680 60 60 680 L60 z8°0 91eY UOIII[PY JUSUINOU]
0 €0 20 100 0 T00 10°0

I8¢ €LC 99C LSC TFe  €0% €T'e sooey jeag uad() ur AJieng) JouUIp

700 T00 T00 O %0 900 200

89C ¢9C 68T F¥ST 9T 19T 88°C  HuLqUINOU] /M S90RY Ul A}[EN{) JOUUIM
0 0 0 0 0 0 0

LE0 S0 FE0 TEO 630 T0 0 jnown,

000 0 100 0 200 0 0

€60 250 8GO0 650 90 290 CP'() 9O I0J URY "AdIJ SOYRPIPUR)) JO AIRYS
0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2e0  LT0 CT0 ST0 FZ0 920 8¢'()  SIOPIOT] OIP( "AdIJ SPIEPIPUR)) JO IILTS

¢r0 ¢ro ¥00 900 TO IT0 710

€6T 8GT SFT 8¢T L0T €60 26T XopuJ ®IPIJN XBJ\

¢c00 <00 T00 T0 F0O0 F00 ¢0'0

€50 TF0 8€0 9¢0 L20 920 69°0 XopUJ RIPOTN Ued

€00 0 0 0 100 €00 200

12 S9¢ 19C ¢S¢¢ FF¥e €1¢C 96°C Ayrent) IOUUTA

100 @00 100 T00 100 €00 10°0

€T 6FT SPT  IFT 9€T  CI'T 69'T Ajirend) ueay

00 ¥0°0 €00 TO0 €00 F00 200

Tee  TE¢  CIE 90¢ €8T ST k44 syuerjuy] #

9=1 S¢=1 ¥=1 €1 ¢=1 T1=1 >rewpuag BISRGLEUIN

Q0 = ¢ ‘SYIUIIT ULIDT, 191 SSousnqoy :L1 o[qr],

63



‘sosoyjueted UI oJe SI0LIO prepuels Surduweq -uorpesuodwod [eURUY
J[NRJOP IopuUN POJR[NUIIS SeM [9POUL J) UOIYM Ul 9SBD YIRWIYDUS( oY) I0J so1sije)s Arewrumns sAe[dsp umwnjoo  Iewyousd, oUJ, 'Y
‘Aouow JO AYIIN [RUISIRW 9} 9JRI(I[RD 0} POSN Sem JBdS 9SO ® SUIP[OY JOJ oNes AIRIOUOW JRYM S9IRITPUI UWN]OD [Oed JO Jopeay 9y J,
“TOTYRSUodUI0) [RIDURUL PISRAIOUT [JIM POJRINIIIS SRM ¢ UO0T109§ Ul [9POUI 91 YOTUYM UT 9SBD 9T} I0J SOTISTIRIS ATRUITINS SMOTS 9[qR], :S9I0N

0 10°0 0 0
GL 0 8.0 6.0 780 91€Y UOIIA[e9Y JUsquuINIUL
100 €00 1070 10°0
Ly 1€°¢ 92°€ €ee $90'Y Y9G Ued() Ul A)[eNE) ISUUTAN
200 0 100 200
80°¢ L6C ¢6°C 88 YUOQUINDUL /M S90RY UL £YI[end) WUUIA
0 0 0 0
¢y 0 €vo aro el Jnouwan(,
1070 0 0 0
€70 ¢7'0 ¢y'0 G}’ ©2J() I0] ury -AdIJ S9IRpIpPUR)) JO OIRYY
100 0 100 0
770 70 6£°0 {E'() SIOPIOH O21I() "AdIJ S9IRpPIPUR)) JO 9IRYY
10 L0°0 200 710
eLe 62°€ 70°¢ 267 Xopu[ BIPSIN XBIN
200 0 100 S0°0
88°0 8.0 zL0 69°0 XOpu[ RIPSIN UeSI\
200 0 100 200
LT¢ ¢o¢ co¢ 96°C AyIreng) IoUUIAN
€00 €00 0 1070
78T LLT 9.1 69°T Ayirengy uedy
200 700 200 200
8¥ ¢y 9¢°¥ Ve syueayuy #

98€°6LG T$—=gA — A  €69°68L8—9A — A  9VT6ES—qA — A
%01 dur dwoy %01 dur dwo)y YT duf “duwop

oseaIdu] uoryesuaduwio)) oY) souIsSnNqoy :8T 9[qRL,

Jrewpuag OT)SIYRIG

64



‘sosoyjueIed Ul sI0LI0 prepue)s Surduweg -y Surpuads oyl Jo apnjrusew
9T} S9YBIIPUI UUIN[OD 1[Ded JO Iopeay 9l [, ‘S SUrpuads noyjrm paje[NUils Sem [oPOU 91} YOTYM UT 958D YIRUIYDUS] 1) I0J SOTISIIR])S
Arewrwuns sAe(dstp Uwn(od  rewyouad,, oY, “%G () JO 9IRS 9)0A 9 UI 9SRAIOUT UR 0} SPRI[ ())() 00T [RUOTIPPR UR JRY) POWNSSe SeM
11 "sqrurn] Surpuads ugredured Iepun poje[NUIIS Sem ¢ TOTIIAG UI [9POUI 911 [DIYM I 9SBD 91[} I0J SO1)SIJe)S ATRTIUINS SMOTYS d[qR], :$9J0N

10°0 10°0 0 10°0 10°0 100 100 0
cL0 zL0 L0 2.0 120 L0 1.0 z8°0 9¥eY UOIIII[RY JUSUINDU]
200 10°0 200 70°0 10°0 0 €0°0 1070
66°C 96°C €6°C 8.'C VLT 69C  69C €T'¢ so0rY Jeog Uad() Ul AYRN) IDUUIAN
1070 0 0 10°0 200 0 10°0 200
L9°C 89°C 29°c 67'C &V'e 68C  8€T 887  JUSOQUINOUL /M S00RY UL A}[RNT) IOUUIAN

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9¢°0 9¢°0 ce0 €e0 ze0 €0 120 ¥ 0 jnowan,
0 0 0 0 10°0 100 100 0
870 670 g0 G0 a0 G0 g0 GF'0 9O 10J URY "AdLJ S9yePIpUR)) dIeyY
0 0 0 0 10°0 0 0 0
7€0 €e0 ze0 €e0 €eo €0 €20 86’0  SIOP[OH 9OIJ() "AdIJ sojepIpue)) areyg
c0'0 c0'0 10°0 €00 80°0 200 200 7170
z1 PIT 10°T T 90'T €T T0'T 26T Xopu[ BIPSIN XeIN
10°0 10°0 0 0 200 0 0 G0°0
8T°0 cro 110 0 1710 110 10 69°0 Xopu[ RIPOJN URSIN
10°0 10°0 10°0 0 10°0 0 10°0 200
VLT VLT 89°C 7T 6%°C i A 1 4 96°C Ay1reng) IOUUIA
10°0 10°0 0 200 0 0 200 1070
PGT ec'T ol 65T ee'T zeT e 69'T Ayrenty wes N
200 200 10°0 €00 €00 €00 200 200
89'% 8% 78°F 10°S €0'¢g €0e  L0¢ 4 syueIuy #
wg=T W¢T=T W=T N00S=T N0S¢=T N00T=T 0=T 3 Iewyduag os1yeIg

syrur Surpuedg uSredwe)) Yooy) $SoUISNQOY 6T O[YRL

65



Data Appendix

The election data, including the names of candidates, their party affiliations, and vote shares in

primary and general elections, are retrieved directly from the FEC (www.fec.gov).

Data on the population and median household earnings of Congressional districts and states are

retrieved from the United States Census Bureau (factfinder2.census.gov).

To collect data on the names and party affiliations of state officials, I visited various official state
election sites that are listed in Tables 20 and 21. I collected data on all elected state officials for

which the data were available.

Data on county officials were downloaded from various sources. In some states, data were re-
trieved from official election sites such as the ones in Tables 20 and 21. In other states, the site
of the Secretary of State or the respective county association has lists of county officials. In some
cases, I had to use the “internet archive” http://wayback.archive.org/ in order to access earlier

versions of the respective websites which allowed me to get data on previous county officials.

I used the following sources to get data on judges: The Lower Federal Court Confirmation
Database (Martinek (2005)), A Multi-User Data Base on the Attributes of U.S. District Court
Judges, 1789-2000 (Gryski et al. (n.d.)), and A Multi-User Database on the Attributes of U.S.

Appeals Court Judges (Zuk et al. (n.d.).
The data on mayors come from Ferreira and Gyourko (2009).

I retrieved data on CEOs from Standard & Poor’s Compustat Capital [Q People Intelligence. 1

assign each CEO to the state that his corporate HQ) is associated with.
Survey data are from the American National Election Studies (ANES (2010)).

Tables 22 and 23 list the earliest and latest years for which T was able to collect data in each

state for all offices.
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