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Looking for Locals Under a Closed-List Proportional Representation System: The Case

of Portugal

Highlights

« Fewer locals among higher positions on candidditds’and among heads of lists
« District magnitude has minor role in explaining dalates’ localness
« A few more locals in peripheral regions

« Localness is not homogenous

Abstract

Parties’ motivation to include locals depends oa tharacteristics of the electoral system.
This article analyzes where on the lists partiesosk to position locals under closed-list
proportional representation systems. Furthermaoralso investigates how that choice varies
depending on two key district factors, namely distmagnitude and whether or not the
district is in a peripheral region. To that enddiaws on an original biographical data set of
candidates for the Portuguese National ParliamE983, 1995, 2002, 2005 and 2009). The
findings show that there are fewer “locals” amoing higher positions on the candidates’ lists
and among heads of lists. District magnitude arrgpberal region effects go in the expected

direction, but these effects are small.

Keywords: closed-list proportional representation systamalness, relative rank, head of list,

district magnitude, peripheral regions



1. Introduction*

Parties’ motivation to include locals depends oa tharacteristics of the electoral system.
While politicians need to signal their personaleseairning attributes (PVEA) to get elected
in open-list proportional representation system$.RR), under closed-list proportional
representation systems (CLPR) it is the party [@afihat matters. Here, political parties
present ranked lists and voters simply chose ateolrer another. Therefore, this system
offers fewer incentives for political parties tonstder PVEA such as localness in the process
of candidate selection (Carey and Shugart, 199%(]; this is specially the case as district
magnitude increases (Shugart, Valdini, and Suomid@d5; André and Depauw, 2012).

Although, it is more likely to find locals in OLPBystems, it has been shown that
even in the most extreme cases of CLPR, such asllsnd the Netherlands, there are
significant distinct patterns of geographic repnéaon (Latner and McGann, 2005). This
suggests that there might not be many candidatds important local ties within CLPR
systems, but there are certainly some. This isesause voters “may be more inclined to vote
for a party given knowledge that someone they kfrow local service is on the list and has
a rank that makes election plausible” (Nemoto andgart, 2013: 3). Despite some important
contributions, many open questions remain on whiggarecruit locals in CLPR. This article
will address two of those questions: where on tiedre locals positioned? And does the
probability of finding locals vary significantly eass key district characteristics?

The relevance of these questions is two-fold. Fgisice the voters have no say in the
final composition of the lists in CLPR systems, thest important distinction between the
candidates is where on the list they stand. Thasure positions and especially the top
position on the list are crucial for both partiesl a&andidates’ aspirations. The head of list is
generally well known as she/he is usually the goést of the party campaign in the district,
and in some cases even at the national level. Stugten has a safe position, particularly in
the case of major parties, but more importantlg/ist is the “face” of the party and therefore
represents the image the party wants to give itSélé/he personalizes the party’s campaign
and, at least in theory, her/his characteristiesansidered the best to enhance the party’s
performance. If the “value” of the candidate someli@nslates to where she/he is positioned
on the list, then it is likely that localness wilary along the positions on the list. The
expectation that candidate order is relevant fotigmand voters is mostly explored in open

list systems (Chen et al., 2014), but we argue thalso matters in CLPR and in the

! The authors would like to thank the reviewer foe careful reading of the article and for the mecind
insightful comments.



Portuguese case in particular, where studies atetsaeffects (Lobo, 2006) and modes of
campaign (Lisi and Santana-Pereira, 2014), sugtest citizens do value candidates’
characteristics.

Second, district characteristics may influenceptabability of finding locals. Beyond
district magnitude, considering whether or not thstrict is in a peripheral region might
prove meaningful for capturing the specificity etruitment in areas where political attitudes
and demands are tendentiously more localized.

The article draws on an original data set of vesgnprehensive biographical data on
candidates for the Portuguese National ParliamBmt. data set comprises all winners and
many losing candidatéf the most relevant political parties who ran five legislative
elections between 1983 and 2009. The Portuguese aisrs the perfect conditions to
analyze these research questions, as it featust=mady CLPR system with great variance at
the district level, namely concerning district maigdes and with two out of 22 districts that
are clearly peripheral regions (Azores and Madeira)

To answer these questions, we have organized tinteaas follows: the next section
presents the state of the art about localness andidate selection in CLPR systems and
introduces our working hypotheses; Sections 3 dhtces the key institutional features of
Portugal and resumes what is already known abauiMity parties chose their candidates;
Section 4 details the structure of the data anevshaescriptive results on localness and main
explanatory variables; Section 5 presents the tesfiithe main analysis; and finally Section

6 summarizes the main conclusions of the study.

2. Localness within CLPR systems: working hypotheses

One of the shortcuts citizens employ to elect lagpss is that of local ties, as these are cues
to politicians’ understanding of local needs. Whaarty platforms convey information to
voters about the policy goals of parties, candslaa#iributes may signal more parochial and
local considerations (Shugart, Valdini, and Suomjn2005: 440). Furthermore, diverse
indicators of localness might fulfill slightly défent goals: ‘(...) local birth can be viewed as
a way of communicating to voters that «I know whati want», [electoral] experience is a
way of reminding voters that «I know how to get {{Shugart, Valdini, and Suominen, 2005:
441). Tavits adds that it is more credible for adidate with local roots to claim to be a local

servant in national decision-making than for onehwit local roots (2010: 217). As a

2 See footnote 15 for further details on losing édats.



consequence, candidates with strong local ties batter chances of being elected, at least in
systems that allow for intraparty competition sashin Ireland and Estonia, and majoritarian
systems like Canada’s (Marsh, 1987; Blais et 80320 avits, 2010)

What about closed-list systems? Considering thersare forced to vote for a whole
list with a pre-determined order, what could jystfparty’s strategy to nominate locals? The
literature offers some interesting answers to thusstion. A first approach argues that the
simple fact that there are sub-national electoraisuin most countries creates a basis for
regional representation (Latner and McGann, 20QR2).7 Another view underlines the
electoral advantage usually associated with bathhsts from all perspectives, but especially
from the regional perspective (Latner and McGar@952 713; Nemoto and Shugart, 2013:
3)%. Finally, party organizations from different reg#are likely to apply pressure for having
“their” candidates in good positions on the lidtather and McGann, 2005: 713). This should
especially be true if the recruitment process deeentralized one. Comprehensibly, parties
with decentralized organization are expected to inate more local candidates than
centralized parties (Hazan and Rahat, 2010).

However, altogether, the reasons for including I®e@s candidates are by far more
salient in open than in closed-list systems. Irt,fatthough there is some evidence of the
presence of locals in CLPR lists (Latner and McGa&@05 for Israel; Shugart, Valdini, and
Suominen, 2005 for other countries), there is athronsensus around the idea that personal
vote-earning attributes such as localness are ant valuable in closed-list proportional
representation systems (Carey and Shugart, 19988. i3 the case not only because being
local offers limited electoral utility, but also ¢euse locals might imply other costs for the
parties that in the end do not pay for their inidaos Using a diverse, though small, set of
countries, Tavits (2009) argues that MPs who haealllevel political experience are more
likely to behave independently, and therefore \against the party line in parliament (see
also Tavits, 2010).

Hence, our first hypothesis poses: if localnessdeed not a relevant asset in CLPR
systemsthe more secure the position on the list, the lother probability of finding locals
(H1a) Furthermore, since heads of lists occupy the mestire positions of all, we expect
that the lowest probability of finding locals is reachetthin the first positions on the lists
(H1b).

% In the case of Italy (under a majority system)hdis been shown that candidates with experiendecl
government are nominated for contestable distfi6tdasso and Nannicini, 2011).

* But see Morgensten and Swindle (2005), who shawttre electoral system does not have a clear ingrac
the local vote, i.e. the degree to which distretdl factors affect voters’ decisions.
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Within the literature on the impact of electoralesion personal vote — defined as
part of the legislator's vote that is based on drnsher individual characteristics or record
(Cain, Ferejohn, and Fiorina, 1987 through Shugé#atdini, and Suominen, 2005: 437) —
the ballot structure and the district magnitudeehpuivileged positions. Long ago, Carey and
Shugart (1995) argued that the kind of ballot aistridt magnitude interact to affect personal
vote. One decade later, the argument was empyicalfroborated. When lists are closed,
legislators’ PVEA (operationalized as local birttge or lower-level electoral experience) are
of decreasing usefulness to voters as magnitudkh@ance the number of candidates on a list)
increases. Conversely, in open lists the PVEA usefs is greater as magnitude increases
(Shugart, Valdini, and Suominen, 2005). Althougeythuse a different measure of localness
as a dependent variable, namely the time legisapend nurturing their districts, André and
Depauw (2012) also show a negative effect of distriagnitude in closed-list systems and a
positive one in open-list systems. In other wotdg; magnitude districts in CLPR systems
are believed to share some of the characteristicpen lists or even majoritarian systems.
That happens mainly for two reasons. The first isnthat since there are fewer candidates,
they are arguably easier to get to know and thezetfte people pay more attention to who
they are. The second reason is that high magndisiects coincide with more urban areas,
which are usually more impersonal, not only becanis¢he bigger dimensions but also
because their inhabitants tend to have lightettioglships with these districts — many were
born somewhere else. If this special attention td&/@VEA (including localness) existed in
small magnitude districts, we would expect to findals in more secure positions in those
districts. Therefore, our second hypothesis paseigher the district magnitude¢he lower
the probability of finding locals on candidatests(H2).

Among low magnitude districts, those in periphemragions enjoy some particular
characteristics. Latner and McGann (2005) have shthat even in cases of extreme
proportionality — such as Israel and the Netheard there is some representation of
geographic interests, especially in peripheralaegii This happens because those regions
usually have strong regional identities and pditiaterests, so parties tend to consider being
local as an asset to capture votes. In fact, isahstricts voters arguably pay more attention
to the candidates’ characteristics that prove tiedgng (and are committed) to the district. In
the case of Portugal, Azores and Madeira fit wethin the category of peripheral regions.
Their geographical remoteness, their high levehatonomy, insularity, and isolation, their
low dimension, and the fact that they are consitlexe ultra-peripheral by the European

Union leave little doubt. Moreover, MPs from Azowesd Madeira show particular interest in



representing the local needs of their electorstfireBandeira, 2004: 143-144). Hence, our
third hypothesis argues thidtere is a higher probability of finding locals ¢ime candidates’
lists of districts in peripheral region#3).

3. Portuguese Context

Portugal is a unicameral semi-presidential regirnth & proportional electoral system using a
closed-list ballot, adopted from the onset of deratc transition. The unicameral parliament,
named Assembly of the Republic, is currently coneposf 230 seats, which are allocated
through the application of the D’Hondt method in R@rrinominal districts. The average
district magnitude (11) is relatively high when quamed to other European democracies such
as Spain and France (Jalali, 2003: 548), yet tiegreat variance across these units: the
largest district (Lisbon) currently elects 47 seatsl the smallest elects as few as two seats.
Even though the issue of electoral reform is resmtty put into the public agenda, the only
changes made so far have to do with the sizes tf the parliamenrtand the electoral
districts (and these are rather minimal, i.e. thacation of one or two seats may change in
between elections). All other rules have remainachanged.

Thus, it is a stable institutional framework thashbeen the basis of electoral
competition and candidate selection for the sixtmelevant political parties at the national
level, PS, PSD, CDS-PP, PCP, PEV, and.Bffowever, what do we know about the way
parties choose their candidates?

Studies about parliamentary recruitment, and mpeeifically candidate selection in
Portugal are rather recent and have mainly focusedthe type of party recruitment
(decentralized vs. centralized) and on the outcomgolitical recruitment. To specify, they
have focused on depicting the political and so@mdgraphic profiles of the candidates
elected for parliament (Cruz, 1988; Freire, 199K) 2, 2002; Freire, Matos, and Sousa, 2001,
Freire and Pinto, 2003; Freire, Viegas, and Saac@009). Nevertheless, little is known about

the way PVEA, namely localness, are weighted wigarties’ lists.

® In 1976 the size of Parliament was 263 seats.rAfiigt, the number decreased to 250 until 1987mFte91
onwards, it has consisted of 230 seats.

® CDS-PP Centro Democratico Social-Partido Populabemocratic and Social Centre-Popular Party), PSD
(Partido Social DemocrafaSocial Democratic Party), P84rtido SocialistéSocialist Party), CDUGoligacao
Democratica UnitaridUnitary Democratic Coalition), and BBlpco de Esquerdaeft Bloc).



Teixeira’s (2009)study about the candidates’ for parliament betwke8i7 and 2002
is one of the few that tackles the localness issimee she explores, albeit superficially, the
relationship between district magnitude and thedwhates’ local ties. The results are as
interesting as they are surprising, insofar as gteyw that localness matters: (i) 94% of the
candidates are insiders, meaning that they arerditbrn and/or reside in the same district in
which they are running for electidhs(ii) there is a positive correlation between st
magnitude and localness, with insiders being meoeguent in large and medium size
districts, and (iii) there is a correlation betwedsging local and having higher positions on
lists, because insiders are more common in eligibkgtions than in non-eligible positions.
These findings portray the Portuguese case asipgzziven that it contradicts two solid
assumptions, namely that CLPR systems offer feveritices for political parties to care
about the PVEA (namely localness) of their candigland that there are fewer locals at high
district magnitudes. These results are even mageifsiant if we take into account that
Shugart, Valdini, and Suominen (2005: 444) demautestr the opposite using biographical
data of candidates elected to the Portuguese pehitiin 1995: the probability of being
native to the district decreased significantly sritt magnitude increas&dYet, it should be
noted that these studies covered different timeogsrand treated localness differently.
Whereas Teixeira (2009) covers five elections amulines being native and resident under
the same category (which the author calderg, Shugart, Valdini, and Suominen (2005)
observed one election and estimated the probabilibeing native and of having lower-level
electoral experience individually. The presentcétadds new empirical findings and gives a
valuable contribution to the literature on thisitopy helping to disentangle this puzzle.

In our view, tackling this puzzle requires two imnfamt decisions from the outset of
the analysis. The first relates to how localnesspisrationalized. Like Shugart, Valdini, and
Suominen (2005), we believe that each componenbazfiness signals different things to
voters and thus matter differently for partiesthis sense, clustering indicators of localness
together might overshadow an important source afamae. Otherwise, treating them
individually might prove more meaningful for undensding parties’ rationales for selecting

candidates according to different types of looas.tiFurthermore, our data set is the first one

" The study relies on biographical data collectedNational Electoral Commission (CNE) for the coyrsr
major parties and alliances.

8 This result is even more surprising as all but oh¢he main Portuguese parties has a centralindidcal
recruitment process. However, the measure of lesalused by the author is very broad: “born aneysident
in district.” In our data set, selecting only theshimportant parties, the respective value is 81%.

9 They found no significant result for lower-lew¢ctoral experience in the case of Portugal (Stugaldini,
and Suominen, 2005: 444).



on Portugal that includes the three main indicatdr®calness: being native, being resident,
and having experience in local politics.

The second relates to the data collection prod&d&shave used a bigger and more
varied number of sources than the existing data @etcandidates to Portuguese parliament;
therefore, our data are more complete. Besidesidgamwpon the electoral forms deposited at
the National Electoral Commission (CNE)and the public biographies of MPs (either
published and/or available online through the parént websité} as all other previous
studies have done, we have also collected infoonmasivailable online on each person
(through Google). Moreover, for the lower-level aitgal experiencé we did systematic
matching between the names in our data set arstl @ lihose elected for local positions.

Shugart, Valdini, and Suominen (2005: 439) wro@arey and Shugart’s (1995) logic
takes the perspective of the politician, cultivgtifor not) a personal vote. We extend this
logic further by tying it to the demands of votéia.the present article, we take yet another
perspective by focusing on the parties’ strategiewhere parties choose to place locals and
whether this strategy varies significantly accogdia district characteristics. The rational for
the option to focus on parties is connected tofdioe that CLPR systems are clearly party-
based systems. So, although it can be argued Veat ia these systems, politicians might
choose whether or not to cultivate their persoraévand that voters might decide which
party to vote for because of candidate attributdsat really matters is the position each
candidate occupies on the list. That is somethimgt is largely decided by the party

leadership.

4. Data structure, measurement of variables, and deriptive results

To research the questions raised in this studyjseean original data set of candidates for the
Assembly of the Republic that we put togetfieThe data set covers five parliamentary
elections in 1983, 1995, 2002, 2005, and 20@@d includes biographical background data
on the candidates of the six most relevant Portsgugolitical parties. We collected

biographical data on all winning candidates. Dagmenalso collected for the most significant

9\which are not public, but can be consulted upouest.

™ The Portuguese parliament does not impose any fmrthe MPs’ CVs. They are free to post whatever
information they wish on the biographical pagesodéhbiographies are eventually gathered into books.

12 As well as for all other political positions kh@ugh they are not that relevant for this paper.

13 Reference of data source is omitted for blind peeiew.

1 The choice to collect data on these particularteles was based on a comparability criteria wita dther
cases included in the project.



losers from the major parties (R®id PSDY and for the first losing candidates from
secondary parties (CDS-PP, PCP, PEV, and BE). &b lmbservation unit for this data set
is candidate election, and this gives us 1759 ceteielection observations in total.

Before proceeding to the main analysis, let usoduce the variables used in this

study and briefly show how they are portrayed biydaita.
Dependent and Independent Variables

We follow the research design proposed by Shudéldini, and Suominen (2005) and
therefore, we define the probability that a cantideas local tieddcalnes$ as our dependent
variable (DV)®. As mentioned before, to operationalipealness we use three variables.
Two of these have often been used in the literanamely whether or not the candidate was
born in the district where she/he rumatfve) and whether or not the candidate has lower-
level electoral experiencéotal politics)'’. The third one, which states whether the candidate
lives in the district fesiden), is less common in the literature. These three= dummy
variables.

As mentioned before, we are particularly interestetthe probability of finding locals
according to the positions the candidates occupyhenlists (i), among heads of lists (ii),
depending on the district magnitude (iii) and imipleeral regions (iv). These comprise our
four independent variables. Positions on the lis&se operationalized considering each
candidate’srelative rank which was calculated by subtracting the posit@atch candidate
occupies on the list from the number of MPs herflaidy elected in that district. For example,
if Candidate A occupies position number 4 in th&treit of Lisbon and her party elected 10
MPs in that district, then her relative rank isl64). By contrast, Candidate B was placed in
the first position of that list, so her relativenkais 9 (10-1). Therefore, the higher the relative
rank, the more secure the position. Candidates magative numbers as relative ranks did not
get elected. For example, Candidate C occupiediposiumber 30 on the same list, so her

15 Losers included in the data set for major partiesespond to 1.25 of the total seats won by aypar@a
specific district. So iparty Awins 15 seats idistrict 1then 1.25*15=19. This means that we collected data
19 candidates fadistrict 1/party A 15 winners and 4 losers. The data collectioreddtwere decided within the
project and employed by all member countries.

® However, we replicated all possible models usiuiifferent DV and the results hold. See footnote 21

¥ The following variables, which measure local edeat positions, were considered: served in a aiyncil in
the last three local elections, served in a losgkably in the last three elections, was electemagor in the
last three local elections, and had any local etattposition in the last three local electionstlive district.
Scoring “yes” to any element leads to a score ioflécal politics.



relative rank is -20 (10-30), i.e. she was 20 paisit away from succeeding into parlianté&nt
This is a discrete numerical variable that goes mir data set with values ranging from -6 to
23. Concerningneads of listsa dichotomous variable was constructed, whererfesponds
to the first position on the list, and zero toaer positionsDistrict magnitudecorresponds
to the number of MPs elected in each electoralridistAlthough the range of district
magnitude currently runs from two to 47 MPs (Lispoih used to go up to 56 (in 1983).
Therefore, this discrete numerical variable rumsnftwo to 56 MPs in our data. Finally, the
variableperipheral regionconsists of a dummy variable for the districtstiod autonomous
regions of Azores and Madeira.

Table 1 displays the global and yearly relativekramerage of those who are local and
of those who are not. Generally speaking, we olesesignificant (though not very
substantive) differences between locals and noaldda terms of the average position on the
lists. However, there are differences contingerihétype of localness. Those who are native
to the district and who have experience in locditips have lower relative ranks (i.e. have
less secure positions) than those who do not st characteristics. On the contrary,
candidates resident in the district have betteitipos on the lists than non-residents. In fact,
residents feature on average a relative rank ofwh2reas non-residents have 1.6. This
pattern is present when the election years areidenesl separately, although the differences
are only rarely significant. Overall, it is a casteint but soft pattern.

Table 1. Candidates’ localness across elections:eaage of relative rank for locals and

non-locals
Native Resident Local politics N
Yes 2.3 3.1 2.5
1983 346
No 3.4 1.2 2.8
Yes 1.8 2.2 1.6
1995 340
No 25 1.9 2.7
Yes 2.0 2.0 1.9
2002 356
No 2.1 1.9 2.1
Yes 1.7 2.0 1.8
2005 359
No 2.1 1.4 2.0
2009 Yes 14 1.6 1.6
358
No 1.9 15 1.4

'8 Nemoto and Shugart (2013) establish a variablh thi¢ same name, but in their case the candidatiztive
rank corresponds to her/his position on the ligid#id by the number of seats the party won in digttict. This
formula cannot be applied to the Portuguese casauise when the number of candidates elected hyaittg is

zero (which happens often), the division cannoekecuted. Therefore, an alternative way of caltujathe
relative rank was found.
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All Yes 1.8 2.2 1.8
years No 2.4 1.6 2.3

Note: numbers in bold indicate significant diffeces between the average of relative rank of Icayadsnon-
locals as a result of a t-test to the differenceneéns.

1759

Table 2 presents similar data, but for candidates are heads of lists and for all other
candidates. This time the data are shown as pagest There are considerable fewer locals
among heads of list vis-a-vis all other candidatther generally —native (39% against
57%),resident(57% against 86%), aridcal politics (35% against 56%) — or when we look
at yearly percentages. This suggests that polipiaeles are privileging other criteria (such as
party loyalty, political career, and public notayierather than local ties when selecting the
heads of lists. Furthermore, we do not find a gveaiety across elections, although two light
evolutionary tendencies might be observed. The bre is that, compared to the 1980s,
heads of lists today are less native than they tsé&. The second tendency concerns local
politics, which increases both for heads of listsl &or all other candidates over time, and
particularly among the former. This might be redate the consolidation of the Portuguese
political system, i.e. it is very likely that in éhbeginning of the democratic period, few
candidates with local political experience were m@ated simply because there were fewer
potential candidates with that attribute. Finalpface of residence emerges as the most
relevant indicator of localness, since its perogates systematically higher across elections
(consistent with the results for relative rank).

Altogether, our data suggest that Portugal feathigh percentages of candidates with
local ties (thus confirming Teixeira, 2009).

Table 2. Candidates’ localness across elections: &b heads of lists and non-heads that
are locals

Native Resident Local politics N

1983 Heads of lists 52.9 55.8 23.0 346
All other candidates 58.0 88.1 34.8

1995 Heads of lists 43.2 58.0 33.0 340
All other candidates 56.0 86.5 55.2

2002 Head of list 36.3 55.6 35.8 356
All other candidates 54.3 84.6 64.4

2005 Heads of lists 33.6 55.1 37.3 350
All other candidates 53.8 88.0 67.5

2009 Heads of lists 32.7 58.3 41.8 358
All other candidates 62.8 82.8 56.5

All  Heads of lists 39.1 56.5 34.7 1759
years All other candidates 56.9 86.0 555

Note: Percentages were calculated for the totahezds of lists (and of non-heads) within each yEar.
example, in 1983, 52.9% of the heads of lists wam in the district in which they ran. Numbershald
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indicate significant differences between the petages of heads of lists and non-heads as a rekaltchi-
square test.

Shifting to the district characteristics in whiobcals and non-locals run, Table 3
presents average district magnitudes by type @lihess and year. The results highlight two
things. First, being resident is the only type atdlness for which we find systematic and
significant differences in terms of the averagdrdis magnitude, with resident candidates
running in larger circles (22 seats) than non-emsisl (14 seats). The same pattern can be
observed for every election year included on thetaSecond, the remaining two indicators
of localness have no apparent and significantioglghip to district magnitude (the partial
exception is local politics in 2005).

Table 3. Candidates’ localness across elections:aexage of district magnitude for locals
and non-locals

Native Resident Local politics N
1983 Yes 20.1 25.0 19.9

No 25.2 10.5 23.0 346

1995 Yes 19.1 22.2 19.6 340
No 22.2 14.0 21.5

2002 Yes 204 21.5 19.6 356
No 19.6 14.3 19.7

2005 Yes 19.5 21.2 21.1 359
No 19.3 13.3 17.2

2009 Yes 20.7 21.0 18.9 358
No 194 16.1 20.4
All  Yes 20.0 22.2 19.8

years No 21.0 13.8 20.6 1759

Note: numbers in bold indicate significant diffeces between the average of relative rank of Icaradsnon-
locals as a result of a t-test to the differenceneéns.

Table 4 displays the percentage of locals among ctredidates who ran in
peripheral districts compared to those who ran am-peripheral ones. Here again we
conclude that localness is not homogeneous. We digdificantly higher percentages of
natives (82.6%) and residents (92.3%) in partiess lof peripheral regions than in non-
peripheral regions. However, we find the oppos#tgult with regards to local politics: non-
peripheral regions feature more candidates witree&pce in local politics than peripheral

ones.
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Table 4. Candidates’ localness across elections: &b candidates of peripheral and non-
eripheral regions that are locals

Native Resident Local politics N
1983 Periphera 66.7 87.5 27.8
Non-periphera| 56.2 79.5 32.0 346
1995 Periphera 83.3 83.3 5.6
Non-peripheral 50.9 78.9 51.9 340
2002 Periphera 82.3 88.9 22.2
Non-periphera| 47.3 75.0 57.4 356
2005 Periphera 95.2 100.0 23.8
Non-peripheral 44.7 76.6 60.4 359
2009 Periphera 83.3 100.0 19.1
Non-periphera| S1.7 73.9 54.0 358
Al Periphera 82.6 92.3 19.8
years Non-periphera| 50.1 76.8 51.2 1759

Note: Percentages were calculated for the totahnflidates in our data set who ran in periphesdtidis (and
in non-peripheral districts) within each year. Egample, in 1983, 66.7% of candidates who ran iipperal
districts were born in that district. Numbers indmdicate significant differences between thecpatages of
locals between peripheral and non-peripheral regasna result of a chi-square test.

Besides the four main independent variables, wee rewmployed several controls,
which provide fairly robust models. First, we esdted models for each type of localness in
which we controlled for the effect of other typddaralness. So for instance, if being native
is the DV, then we control for whether the candidiat resident and has experience in local
politics in the district where she/he is running &ection. Second, some socio-economic
variables were also included, namely year of b{discrete numerical), being a women
(dummy variable 1 = woman), and level of educati@en categorical variable with 5
categories). Of utmost importance is the inclusainthe variable “incumbent” (dummy
variable 1 = incumbef), which accounts for the higher probability thatcumbent
candidates have of being nominated to higher poston lists (Schwindt-Bayer, 2005).

Finally, a last control variable was added for onggarties (dummy variable 1 = major
party) because the political strength of a partiykisly to play a crucial role on the allocation
of candidates to the lists (Nemoto and Shugart32@}). In particular, while heads of lists of
major parties have guaranteed places as MPs insalatiadistricts, the same is far from true

concerning secondary parties, which have small@®sm low magnitude districts.

9 A candidate was considered incumbent when she/e serving as a member of parliament when the
candidates’ lists were built.
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5. Main analysis

As mentioned before, following Shugart, Valdini, darfsuominen (2005), we use the
probability that a candidate has local ties as aependent variable, which originates three
dependent variables: the probability (Pr) that reda#ate is native to the district - Rrative),

the probability that a candidate lives in a distrid®r fesiden}, and the probability that a
candidate has lower-level political experience isdrict - Pr (ocal politicg. Having this as

a baseline, four models were estimated: one inetuthe variable that identifies the relative
position occupied by the candidate on the listative rank (Model 1); another indicating
whether or not the candidate is a head of list (M@&]; a third one having district magnitude
as the main independent variable (Model 3); andal bne where the most relevant factor is
whether or not the region is peripheral (ModelWg estimate our models using probabilistic
regression (probit), with fixed effects for electigears and with errors clustered at the district
level, due to the multilevel nature of the databl€a Al, A2, A3, A4 in the Appendix present
the results for the four models, respectively.

Looking at the overall health of each model (nanalyhe Pseudo R2), we conclude
that our models succeed more at predicting theglmtity of finding district residents than at
predicting the probability of having a native catate or a candidate with local political
experience. The models confirm that localness isarfttomogenous concept leading to mixed
results for all hypotheses. We now proceed to sth@most relevant predicted probabiliffes
in order to get a clearer idea of the results wearethe most important independent variable
in each model. When reporting the results, we danghat the probability of finding locals is
significantly affected by a given independent Malea when the confidence intervals
associated with the predicted probabilities (fache@alue of the independent variable) do not

overlap.

2 Using Clarify, in Stata.
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Native to district Resident in district Lower-level electoral experience

Pr (Native)
Pr (Resident)
Pr (Local Politics)

T T T T T T T T T 1T T T T T T T T T T
6 -3 0 3 6 9 1215 18 21 6 -3 0 3 6 2 15 18 21 -6 -3

T T T T
9 1
Relative Rank Relative Rank i

T T T T T
0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21
Relative Rank

Figure 1 - Predicted probabilities of being localfative, resident, and local politics)

depending on the candidates’ relative rank (Model L
Note: The values in axis x correspond to the oabdistribution of the variable in the data set.

According to our first hypothesis (H1a), the meexure the position on the list, the
lower the probability of finding locald.ooking at Figure 1, we observe mixed results. kn t
one hand, we confirm that being native and havixgegence in local politics matter little
when party leaders are selecting candidates to gosiions on lists, in line with Carey and
Shugart (1995). The result concerning local pdittomes as a surprise since it contradicts
the common perception in Portugal that local puditi experience is relevant in
parliamentarians’ careers (Freire, 2002). Accordingour data, that experience does not
assure candidates a higher chance of getting iatbapent. On the other hand, being a
resident seems to be a valuable asset. In thegbatibn “Portuguese Context”, we mentioned
that Teixeira (2009) concluded that locals are ncm@mon in eligible than in non-eligible
positions. The fact that this author aggregateddeative and living in a district in a single
variable might have led her results to be drivemdsydency. In fact, when both indicators of
localness are kept separate (Figure 1), they poctvatradictory results: while residency is an

added value, being native is quite irrelevant.
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Native to district Resident in district Lower-level electoral experience

@ o @

Pr (Native)
Pr (Resident)
Pr (Local Politics)

5 4
1
)—T—I

No Yes No Yes No Yes
Head of List Head of List Head of List

Figure 2 - Predicted probabilities of being localrfative, resident, and local politics) for

heads of lists and for all other candidates (Mode?).
Notes: The values selected for the x-axis corredorthe current distribution of the number of MBsdistrict
in Portugal.

According to hypothesis H1b, the lowest probapibit finding locals is reached when
heads of lists are considered, since they occupyrbst secure positions of all. The results
presented in Figure 2 give partial support to thipothesi&. The probability of having a
local occupying the first position on a list is aly lower than the probability of finding
locals among all other candidates for two kinddoafl ties, namely residency and having
local political experience. However, the latteruiess not significant and being native is not a
differentiating criterion separating heads of listam all other candidates. We argue that the
opposing results we get for being native and resgiddnen secure positions or heads of lists
are considered are related to the way the politieatuitment takes place in Portugal. This

issue is given full attention below when we discliable 5.

21 To control the robustness of our findings, we eated Model 1 and 2 again (i.e. Hla and H1b), having
relative rank and head of list as dependent vaefalsind all local variables as independent variaplas
controls. Our findings hold overall. The only di#&ce is that residency is not significant in tinst fmodel of
the alternative model. The reason why we opt tegmeour models with locals as a dependent variabie
allow greater comparison with the findings of Shtigdaldini, and Suominen (2005).
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Native to district Lower-level electoral experience

Pr (Native)
Pr (Local Politics)

1T T T T 1T T T T
246 10 16 19 39 47 246 10 16 19 39 47
District Magnitude District Magnitude

Resident in district

Pr (Resident)

1T T T T
246 10 16 19 39 47
District Magnitude

Figure 3 - Predicted probabilities of being local rfative, resident, and local politics)
depending on the district magnitude (Model 3).

Figure 3 presents predicted probabilities for eafctne dependent variables according
to district magnitude, whose effects we test urdigr Our expectation for this hypothesis is
that the higher the district magnitude, the lowe probability of finding locals. Looking at
the figure, it becomes clear that the districtswension is not a very differentiating criterion
for finding locals, and once again we get mixediltss Although the curves for being born in
a district and having experience in local politiaa in the expected direction — as in Shugart,
Valdini, and Suominen’s cross-national analysifO&)0- in our data, the differences between
low and high district magnitude are not as strikiparticularly for local politic€. This lies in
the fact that, in Portugal, the first names on dathare often chosen by the national party
leaders (Freire and Teixeira, 2011). Whereas #asds room for district party branches to
have a say in who receives many eligible positionfiigh magnitude districts, in much
smaller magnitude districts (say 2, 3, or 4 posgjoall or almost all eligible places are
centrally chosen. Since party leaders tend to selac-locals, this contributes to decreased

differences between district magnitudes.

22| ooking at Figure 3 we realize that the differeitehe probability of being native is only sige#int when
the highest and lowest positions on the list aresicered.
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Furthermore, residency behaves conversely, i.epthbability of finding residents
increases as the district magnitude grows, in itk Teixeira (2009). This might happen
simply because the higher magnitude districts spwad to the two biggest cities (Greater
Lisbon and Porto) where more potential candidates [That is very likely the case since,
according to our data, those are clearly the citieere the highest percentages of candidates

live, with 33% and 13% respectively.

Native to district Resident in district Lower-level electoral experience Regional and local experience

Pr (Native)
Pr (Resident)
Pr (Local Politics)
Pr (Local Politics)

o o o o

[ B— [ B— L T T
Non-peripheral Peripheral Non-peripheral Peripheral Non-peripheral Peripheral Non-peripheral Peripheral
Regions Regions Regions Regions

Figure 4 - Predicted probabilities of being local rfative, resident, and local politics) for
peripheral and other regions (Model 4).

The expectation that parties nominate more loaalpéripheral regions than for non-
peripheral ones (H3) is confirmed for Pafive and Pr (esidenj, although only the former
has significant differences in predicted probaiesit(see Figure 4). The probability of being
native — and to a certain extent resident — is &igh peripheral regions. However, when
we look at Prlpcal politicy we realize that it is actually higher in non-jpéeral regions.
This implies that being local in a peripheral regimainly means being native, partly means
living there, but not at all means having servedoral politics. Since Azores and Madeira
have the status of autonomous regions, they alse tieeir own political organs, namely
regional parliaments and governments, which argedein specific elections. Hence, it could
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be the case that the candidates of these distadiational Parliament did not have lower-
level electoral experience, but did have regiorakl electoral experience. In order to test for
that possibility, we added information on whethacle candidate was ever elected to the
Legislative Assembly of the Autonomous Region omimated to the regional government to
the variablelocal politics (dummy variable 1 = ever elected/nominated). Thaulte are
shown in the last graph of Figure 4 and in thetfoeolumn of Table A4. Indeed, when both
regional and local political experiences are cam®d, the difference between non-peripheral

and peripheral regions substantially decreasestapd being significant.

Table 5. Overview of the main results by type of kealness

Native Resident Local politics
H1la:fewer locals in secure positions Yes
No Yes
H1b: fewer locals among heads of lists No Yes Yes
H2: fewer locals as district magnitude Yes Not Yes
increases
H3: more locals in peripheral regions Yes Yes No

Note: “Yes” identifies that the predicted probailfor a given indicator of localness follows thgpbthesis
(“No” otherwise).Bold is used to signal significant predicted probaiesit

T This result is probably due to the fact that tighr magnitude districts correspond to the twagbgj cities
and these are the cities in which the highest p¢aiges of candidates live.

As summarized in Table 5, the results vary subistédntiepending on how localness
is measured, and none of our indicators of localeesfirms all hypotheses. Being resident is
the measure of localness that challenges more hgpes, whereas being native and having
local political experience fit our expectationstbet Furthermore, since the latter two help
sustain the more classical hypotheses (Hla and tH@y, seem to better correspond to the
established knowledge on the localness of candidat®lational Parliaments which has been
very much informed by Carey and Shugart (1995nther words, residency’s inclusion as an
indicator of localness covers a dimension of casugis! localness that has been overlooked
by the literature.

Our data show that there are different ways of dpdatal, reinforcing the idea that
each indicator of localness passes on a diverseagedo voters and is used differently by the
parties. Plus, not all gatekeepers perceive losalegually, even within the same party. More
precisely, our data suggest that, whereas natiosudy leaders prioritize native candidates,

district leaders prefer residents, as explainedvbel
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As mentioned before, political recruitment in Pgeliis a fairly centralized process
(Freire and Teixeira, 2011) and national party é@adcan nominate candidates to top
positions of lists, including the first positionsAhown by our data, they often tend to choose
candidates who have no relationship to the distdonhfirming H1b), i.e. heads of lists are
usually not local politicians and they do not liire the districts where they run. In fact,
according to our data, 39% of them live in LisbNational leaders tendentiously choose non-
locals as heads of lists because they prefer toinaden people who have strong public
visibility for occupying the most secure positidddJ THORS'’ reference). Within the pool of
candidates that have the most prestigious politizigls (i.e. party leadership and ministerial
positions) 65% occupy the first position on thd ligs opposed to 35% who are placed
somewhere else on the list). Comprehensibly, catesdwith those characteristics are usually
not locals. However, since constituents are awamho the heads of lists in their district are
and the media often mentions the fact that somépamatrooperss, native heads of lists are
strategically chosen by national leaders whenewssiple. In other words, from the pool of
candidates that have the ideal characteristichéong heads of lists, preference is given to
natives. This preference for natives (instead sfdents) is probably due to the fact that
residents have fewer chances to belong to the at¢irircle of national party leaders. This
explains the fact that H1b is sustained for ressgleand not for being native.

Whereas heads of lists are nominated by the natleaders alone, secure positions
are nominated both by national leaders and digbcty leaders, which has implications in
these candidates’ localness. Since Hla is confifoeteing native and having lower-level
experience but not for being resident, we argué district party leaders prefer to choose
residents. Many reasons might be behind this peets. Resident candidates supposedly
know their districts and the people they are albouwepresent, have proven to be loyal to the
party district, and their nominations are easy usetify to constituents. Plus, a resident
candidate has possibly acquired “local capital'otlyh the time she/he has spent in the
district either studying or working and thereforer/his nomination might increase the odds
of the party getting a good electoral result. THotlgs might be also true for candidates with
local political experience, our data suggest that gool of potential candidates to National
Parliament is greater than the group of local midins, implying that only a few local
politicians are nominated for secure positions &idhal Parliament.

The latter sentence applies particularly well tagieeral regions, as illustrated by the

negative result we get for local political expedenn our final hypothesis (H3). In fact,

23 L.e., have no connection at all to the district where they run.
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parties do not seem to value candidates’ locatipaliexperience in these districts as much as
expected. Otherwise, what seems to count moreafadidates’ recruitment — although it does
not count very much — is their career at the reglitevel (parliament and government).

A last note on the second hypothesis (H2): we hatentionally left it out of this
summary, since the only outlier result (residerfoy}this hypothesis (as previously argued) is
due to the circumstantial reason that the highegnitade districts correspond to the two
biggest cities where more candidates live.

6. Conclusions

Focusing on Portugal’'s CLPR system and on parsiegategies for selecting locals, this article
has examined two main questions: 1) where ondistdocals mainly positioned? And 2) does
the probability of finding locals vary significagthcross two key district characteristics? The
first question aims to understand whether localn@sdters in CLPR systems and our
argument is that if it does, then we would see nhacals in the most important positions on
the lists, namely secure positions and heads ®f. liBven if Portugal has quite a high
percentage of locals among candidates overallyesults point to a negative answer to the
guestion, corroborating the conventional wisdomthe literature that PVEAs such as
localness are not very valuable in CLPR systemsefCand Shugart, 1995). The fact that
localness is lower among the higher positions encdndidates’ lists and among heads of lists
demonstrates that candidates’ local ties are riaabée assets for Portuguese political parties.
The only clear exception to this tendency is tleatdent candidates are easier to find as we go
up the positions on the lists. We will come backhis exception below.

In the second question, we examined the probabdityinding locals by district
characteristics. The analysis developed here stgglat district magnitude has a rather
minor role in explaining locals’ presence withinrtyalists. The only exceptions are native
candidates, who have lower expected chances ofgbsatected as district magnitude
increases. Otherwise, having experience in lochtligmis irrelevant and being resident works
in the opposite direction, i.e. we find more restdeandidates at higher district magnitudes.
Our results show a less clear picture of the eftd@ctdistrict magnitude on candidates’
localness in CLPR systems than previous studiese hehown (Shugart, Valdini, and
Suominen 2005). We believe that some intrapartjalsles — in particular characteristics of
the recruitment process — intervene here, corrdingréhe idea that party organization plays a
role in explaining candidate selection (Hazan aatid® 2010). As mentioned before, due to
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the high level of centralization of the politicalcruitment process in most Portuguese parties,
a considerable number of the eligible positiongl(iding the heads of lists) are chosen by
national party leaders. Furthermore, in districthwow magnitudes, all or almost all eligible
places are centrally chosen, whereas in distridtis ligher magnitudes, the recruitment is
shared by national and district leaders. Hencesesimational party leaders probably choose
fewer locals than local gatekeepers, the distriagmitude might in fact have the opposite
effect in a country like Portugal. So, our ressligigest that Carey and Shugart’s established
conclusions probably apply better to parties whtere recruitment process is not too
centralized.

Still concerning the second question, the spetyfiof peripheral regions explains the
significantly higher number of native candidateshose regions, reversing the results stated
before for being native and district magnitude. ldger, the centrality of the recruitment
process is strong enough to avoid the same eti&otg place for the other two indicators of
localness.

Altogether, our results demonstrate that localnessot homogenous and that while
some indicators of localness support the well-distadd findings in the literature on this
matter (in particular being native, but also haviogal political experience), others (namely
being resident) challenge them. We have previoosntioned the probable implications for
voters of being native and having local politicaperience, namely, that the candidates are
aware of the constituency’s problemsaijve and that they can solve themodal politicy
(Shugart, Valdini, and Suominen 2005: 441). Howgeweer results indicate that — from the
point of view of the parties, at least within pestiwith centralized recruitment processes,
there are other meanings attached to local tie$ady being resident emerges as the most
valued local characteristic by district party leajevhereas being native is not considered to
be that relevant. This might mean that residentdiceates (and not necessarily native
candidates) are more aware of the constituencylgmaband have been able to collect “local
capital” through the course of their professionateers and experiences within the party.
Resident candidates will be rewarded because theyphysically present (known and
trustworthy) and therefore can contribute to theyp@electoral success. Concerning national
leaders, being native is the most appreciated atolicof localness because it allows them to
nominate someone from their intimate circle whigswaing a link to the district, i.e. of the
three indicators of localness, it has fewer cdstszing experience in local politics seems to
be the characteristic least valued by all gateksepeis possible that the finding that MPs

with local-level political experience are more lik@ote against the party line in parliament
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(Tavits, 2009) is a playing a role here, but furttesearch on Portugal is necessary to confirm
this hypothesis.

The heterogeneity of localness leads us to recordrtieat future scholarship in this
area keep each indicator separately. Aggregatiem timight cover up the real effect of one of
the indicators and originate puzzling results sashthe ones reported before by Teixeira
(2009).

It is well known that in CLPR, candidates’ localses of limited importance, as
voters are forced to vote for a whole list with r@-getermined order. Portugal features an
extreme example of CLPR because most parties peréocentralized recruitment process
and because, according to the Portuguese CorstifiMiPs represent all national citizens and
not a specific constituency. It is therefore striki— as has been demonstrated for other
different though equally extreme cases of CLPRadsmand the Netherlands (Latner and
MacGann, 2005) — that Portugal has quite a highgrgage of locals among candidates, and
that although being local is not very important $oicceeding into parliament, it might be an

asset in some situations.
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Appendix

Table A1 —Model 1: Predicting localness depending on the candidatesélative ranks
regression results (probit).

Pr (native) Pr (resident) Pr (local politics)
Relative Rank -0.03(0.01)** 0.05(0.02)* -0.03(0.61)
Native 1.02(0.09)*** 0.09(0.11)
Resident 1.11(0.09)*** 0.60(0.09)***
Local Politics 0.10(0.11) 0.55(0.08)***
Year of Birth 0.01(0.01) 0.01(0.00)** 0.01(0.00)
Female -0.03(0.14) -0.06(0.12) -0.17(0.112)
Level of Education -0.01(0.07) -0.20(0.05)*** -0.12(0.06)*
Incumbent -0.13(0.07) t -0.05(0.09) 0.23(0.07)**
Major Party 0.27(0.13)* 0.05(0.12) 0.42(0.08)***
Constant -13.99(11.15) -25.93(8.98)** -16.48(9.46)t
N 1491 1491 1491
Log pseudo-likelihood -915.79 -653.96 -931.51
Wald X2 324.84 785.76 230.02
Prob > X2 0.00 0.00 0.00
Pseudo R2 0.11 0.18 0.0975

Note: Standard errors clustered at the distritll@avparentheses. Election year fixed effectsnateshown.
1p<0.10; *p<0.05; **<0.01; ***p<0.001.

Table A2 —Model 2: Predicting localness for candidates who are head$ lsts,
regression results (probit).

Pr (native) Pr (resident) Pr (local politics)
Head of List 0.01(0.14) -0.96(0.14)*** -0.25(0.08)**
Native 0.96(0.09)*** 0.12(0.11)
Resident 1.08(0.09)*** 0.48(0.10)***
Local Politics 0.13(0.11) 0.42(0.09)**
Year of Birth 0.01(0.01) 0.00(0.01) 0.01(0.00)*
Female -0.04(0.14) -0.20(0.12) -0.21(0.12)t
Level of Education -0.02(0.07) -0.13(0.06)* -0.12(0.06)t
Incumbent -0.17(0.07)* -0.01(0.12) 0.17(0.07)**
Major Party 0.22(0.13)t -0.15(0.12) 0.28(0.09)**
Constant -18.50(12.22) -2.30(14.13) -18.28(7.80)*
N 1491 1491 1491
Log pseudo-likelihood -921.39 -613.29 -9036.18
Wald X? 280.36 753.79 230.4
Prob > X2 0.00 0.00 0.00
Pseudo R2 0.11 0.23 0.09

Note: Standard errors clustered at the distritll@avparentheses. Election year fixed effectsnateshown.
1p<0.10; *p<0.05; **<0.01; ***p<0.001.
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Table A3 —Model 3: Predicting localness depending on district magnitue, regression
results (probit).

Pr (native) Pr (resident) Pr (local politics)
District Magnitude -0.01(0.00)** 0.03(0.00)*** -0.01(0.00)*
Native 1.07(0.09)*** 0.09(0.11)
Resident 1.17(0.09)*** 0.63(0.09)***
Local Politics 0.10(0.11) 0.55(0.09)***
Year of Birth 0.01(0.01) 0.01(0.01) 0.01(0.00)**
Female -0.01(0.14) -0.11(0.13) -0.16(0.11)
Level of Education -0.02(0.079) -0.18(0.06)** -0.13(0.06)*
Incumbent -0.12(0.07)t -0.12(0.09) 0.21(0.07)**
Major Party 0.19(0.13) 0.21(0.08)* 0.33(0.07)***
Constant -17.88(10.98) -17.92(12.83) -21.95(8.33)
N 1491 1491 1491
Log pseudo-likelihood -911.13 -612.20 -935.48
Wald X2 345.09 923.16 235.95
Prob > X2 0.00 0.00 0.00
Pseudo R2 0.12 0.23 0.09

Note: Standard errors clustered at the distriatll@avparentheses. Election year fixed effectsnateshown.
1p<0.10; *p<0.05; **<0.01; ***p<0.001.

Table A4 —Model 4: Predicting localness for peripheral regions, regreson results
(probit).

Pr (regional &

Pr (native) Pr (resident) Pr (local politics) local politics)
Peripheral Region 0.85(0.08)*** 0.46(0.18)* -1.08(0)*** -0.22(0.12)t
Native 0.95(0.10)*** 0.18(0.09)t 0.18(0.09)t
Resident 1.04(0.10)*** 0.59(0.10)*** 0.58(0.10)***
Local Politics 0.18(0.09)t 0.52(0.10)***
Year of Birth 0.01(0.01)t 0.01(0.01)t 0.01(0.00)** 0.01(0.00)**
Female -0.01(0.13) -0.03(0.13) -0.22(0.12)t -0.242yr
Level of Education -0.04(0.07) -0.20(0.06)*** -0(D206)* -0.12(0.05)*
Incumbent -0.16(0.07)* 0.02(0.12) 0.16(0.07)* 0aeg)t
Major Party 0.19(0.13) 0.15(0.09)t 0.37(0.08)*** 38(0.07)***
Constant -20.04(10.83)T  -19.56(12.02) -18.83(6.56)* -16.99(5.86)
N 1491 1491 1491 1491
Log pseudo-likelihood -909.20 -663.39 -918.83 -888.
Wald X2 531.91 449.62 658.64 233.19
Prob > X2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Pseudo R2 0.12 0.17 0.11 0.10

Note 1: Standard errors clustered at the disemtllin parentheses. Election year fixed effeatsrat shown.
1p<0.10; *p<0.05; **<0.01; ***p<0.001.

Note 2: In the fourth column, Pr (regional & logullitics), the variable local politics also inclideegional and
governmental political experience.
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Highlights

« Fewer locals among higher positions on candidditds’and among heads of lists
« District magnitude has minor role in explaining datates’ localness
« A few more locals in peripheral regions

e Localness is not homogenous



