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Abstract

Coattails and the forces behind them have impontaplications for the understanding of electoral
processes and their outcomes. We estimate codttailsmunicipal to local congressional elections in
Mexico. By assuming that political preferencestfo local legislative candidates remain constant
across neighboring sections, we exploit variatiothe popularity of the municipal candidate across
neighboring sections within the same electoraridisin the legislative election. Observed coastaite
of a considerable magnitude: a one percentage pouates for a PRI, PAN or PRD’s municipal
candidate translates, on average, into a 0.45,8nh@7.78 percentage point increase in vote sloare f
the legislative candidate from the same party,eetspely. We show that coattails are not smalleewh
the legislative candidate’s winning probabilitylasv, and that the degree of shared campaign

advertising and information flows between neighbgsection pairs does not explain their magnitude.



1. Introduction
Electoral coattails: candidates of a party obtaniates they would not have obtained if not for the
candidacy of a candidate from the same party runfananother race (Miller 1955) - are easy to mkefi
but, as we discuss below, notoriously hard to measmpirically. Yet, their presence may be crucial
both for campaigning and for the balance of foiogsost-electoral government (Ferejohn and Calvert
1984). Indeed, the extent to which popular pobkiis may provide electoral boost to their fellowtyar
members running for other offices is potentiallyedminative of both internal party organization arid
executive-legislative balance of power. Hence thpartance of getting good estimates of the strength
of and mechanisms generating coattail effects, toger the years, has generated a large body of
literature on the subject.
In this paper, we start by describing the empirtiticulties involved in consistently estimatingattail
effects. We then exploit the unique characteristidhie Mexican electoral system to recover what we
believe to be an unbiased estimate of the magniatideattail effects from municipal to state legisle
elections. Finally, having identified the magnituzfehese effects, we present additional tests diate
disentangling the different channels through wiaohttails arise in the setting analyzed.
Though presidential coattails have received mogh@fttention in the literature (as, for instanoe,
Kramer 1971, Ferejohn and Calvert 1984, Campbdébl@ampbell and Sumners 1990 or Mattei and
Glasgow 2005), we follow a number of recent stu@sesh as Samuels 2000, Hogan 2005 or Meredith
2013) in concentrating on the subnational electiansapproach that allows us to observe variatain n
available in a nationwide presidential race. Wpleaix the fact that in Mexico state legislativetdists
and municipal boundaries frequently do not coin@dd estimate coattails through a geographic
regression discontinuity (GRD). As the state andhicipal elections are typically run simultaneously,

this allows us to estimate coattail effects by kegpll characteristics of the down-ballot (state



legislature) election constant, while observingatasns in the popularity of the candidate for kheal
executive (municipal) office, using data on electresults at the electoral section level (the sesall
electoral geographic unit). By assuming that pmditpreferences for the local legislative candislate
remain constant across neighboring sections witiersame electoral district but in different
municipalities, we estimate coattails of considérabagnitude for the three main political parties i
Mexico: a one percentage point increase in votethiBomunicipal candidate from a party translabes,
average, into a 0.4 to 0.8 percentage point inergagote share for the legislative candidate fthm
same party.

The channels through which coattails arise are ithemtified through a variety of tests. First, we
explore how theaumber of votefor each party in the legislative election changben the popularity of
other parties increase at the municipal level. e that a substantial part of coattails is dribgra
reduction in the total number of votes for the cetimg candidates, implying that a large fractionhef
effect is driven by individuals switching their eotlecision in the legislative election, rather teanply
an increase in turnout. Given that we observedhgekt coattails for the parties with the lowestndes
of winning the election, we argue that it is unhikthat the desire for coordination between the
municipal authorities and state legislatures caredhe effect. And finally, using the availabilibf data
on TV and radio reception at the electoral sediwel, we show evidence that our estimates remain
unchanged when information flows among each pametjhboring sections is larger.

The paper is presented as follows. Section 2 res/ibe existing literature that estimates coattésots
in a variety of contexts, discussing the underlyohentifying assumptions behind these estimations.
Section 3 describes the setting and the empiricatiegy used in this paper to identify coattailscti®n
4 reviews the theoretical literature trying to eiplthe existence of coattails. Section 5 thenrisss

the different empirical exercises that this papafgrms in order to identify which of these chaisnel



better explains the presence of coattails in timeca analyzed. Section 6 presents the resultsidhec

concludes.

2. ldentification of Coattails
Coattails are defined as the electoral advantageresnced bylown-ballotcandidates when their
party’s leading election candidate’s popularithigher, and they are believed to be an established
regularity in a variety of settings. The empiritdrature identifying such relationship aboundst F
example, Kramer (1971), Calvert & Ferejohn (1988) 8orn (1984), (2005) estimate presidential
coattails in the US context; Samuels (2000), Md8@01) and Hogan (2005) estimate gubernatorial and
presidential coattails in the Brazilian, Mexicarddahe US contexts, respectively.
Causation is at the heart of the definition of taig. It isbecausehe leading election candidate is more
popular that the down-ballot candidate obtainggelavote share. However, a series of potential
concerns can be raised with respect to the tradititests of the existence of coattails, whichates
the interpretation of the estimated correlatiom @susal one.
The most common empirical strategy used to estic@déails can be summarized by an OLS
specification of the following form:

DownBallot:, = a + BLeadingElectionl, + yZ., + €.,
WhereDownBallotf, is the fraction of votes that the down-ballot ddiate from partyP obtained in
electionc, at timet;
LeadingElectionf , is the vote share obtained by the candidate flwrsame party, for the leading
election;
Z.. is a set of controls variables (such as statkeetonomy and incumbency of the down-ballot or

leading election candidate, for example);



ande. . is an error term.

The identifying assumption for this type of spesafion to consistently estimate coattails is thiat a
those factors captured by the error term are uataded with the leading election candidate’s voitars.
For ease of exposition, we can group the poteatiafounding factors into three main categories:
omitted variables, down-ballot election characterss and reflection bias.

We define the omitted variables as all those factioat may affect voters’ choice over time and spac
that can have a direct impact on both the partyMuich they cast their vote in a leading and down-
ballot election. More specifically, this refersany temporal or geographic variation in voters’
preferences for the competing parties in both mlest such as those driven by the state of theaugn
or the party’s official position on specific subjg@nd policies. The extent to which all of thesteptial
factors are observed by the econometrician ensbiaéshe estimation of coattails is unbiased.

Our identification strategy, explained in greatetail below, will not attempt to discuss which \adulies
are those that may bias the estimation of coataitsthus should be included in the analysis. Rathe
will simply assume (and partially test) that altiedles other than the popularity of the leadirgcgbn
candidate do not vary across pairs of neighboriegt@ral sections for each particular election uaded
in the empirical analysis.

The second category for potential sources of Imdke estimation of coattails is perhaps a more
nuanced one: if coattails exist, incentives fordidates’ participation and campaigning in a dowiielba
election may change and, as a result, affect gnetieh outcome directly (see, for instance, Ashtvort
and Bueno de Mesquita 2008 for a theoretical arsabfsstrategic candidate entry). The empirical
literature has consequently argued that existehaecandidate-selection bias in races in which one
candidate has an identifiable advantage makesstiraaion of such an advantage a rather diffiagkt

This follows from the fact, that, as long as a patdly strong candidate is known to exist, other



candidates who will self-select into the contesyinave, for example, a different ability level (bese
their chances of winning are lower) than those mmagainst weaker opponents. Thus, for instance,
Fowler and Hall (2014), in a context of incumbendyantage, argue that, as a result, the obserzed si
of the candidate advantage may be biased, bedangkenot only capture the potential advantaget tha
the incumbent has on its competitors through magpearances and the potential use of resources to
finance her campaign, but also the potential diéfiees in the characteristics of the competing
candidates from those in a context where no incumnise'unning. If such a bias exists in the incuntbe
advantage literature, it should also concern tteargits to consistently estimate coattails.

In order to fully capture these sources of biag, weeds to control for every characteristic ofdben-
ballot election (e.g. candidates or platforms) thay be affected by the popularity of the leading
election candidate. The Mexican environment thateresider, as we will explain below, allows us to
identify the existence of coattails controlling fdf characteristics of the down-ballot electiongda
exploit only variation in the popularity of the tiag election candidate, because we will focus the
analysis not only on neighboring electoral sectidng also on those pairs of sections that faceamee
legislative election.

Finally, estimates of coattails may suffer froneélaction bias. In particular, if the popularity ®f
leading election’s candidate affects down-ballatdidates’ election outcomes, it is possible to argu
that the reverse occurs: if down-ballot electiondidates have a larger electoral support, leading
election candidates may also benefit from an irsgea votes. If such is the case, the estimatheof t
one-directional coattails will contain an upwardsiThe evidence on existence of such reversed
coattails is mixed. Thus, in the context of US mtestial and legislative races Broockman (2009ngis
a regression discontinuity design based on cloegressional races, finds no identifiable impact of

congressional incumbency on presidential vote tesAk we will explain later, our empirical analysi



considers the municipal election to be the leadimg. However, we also perform an explicit testtfar

existence of reverse coattajlfinding very little or no evidence for them.

3. Mexican Electoral System

In order to better understand our empirical stngtege first provide the characteristics of the Mexi
electoral context. Mexico is a multi-party, condaling democracy with, during the period of oudstu
three major political parties disputing most of gasitions at stake in local and federal electioms:
Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI), the Natarction Party (PAN), and the Party of the
Democratic Revolution (PRB)With regard to the parties' ideological positiajle PAN is right-to-
center and PRD left-to-center, PRI is generallysoered as centrist, though for historical reasthis,
unidimensional ranking may be an oversimplificati@nucially, parties receive important public
financing and, until recently, there was virtually access to candidate nomination except througin.th
Even more importantly, because of a long-standorgsttutional prohibition, up till now no conseaui
re-election has been permitted for any office. Hemc all the elections we shall consider we do not
have to worry about the biases caused by incumbé&muethermore, the relative stability of the party
system and the important role reserved for thagsaim the electoral system ensure existence af cle
partisan labels that all candidates subscribe to.

As a federation, Mexico is divided into 31 stated a Federal District, which in turn are dividetbin
municipalities (the smallest administrative undgreewhat similar to US counties). Each municipality

typically directly elects anunicipal presidenfmayor). Each state is also divided into locatteal

! See Appendix 1.
2 In all elections, the three major parties gengriaim coalitions with smaller parties, with theatition

candidate usually drawn from the largest party.



districts for the purposes of state legislativegtms with a legislator elected in each electdrsdrict

(we shall, for simplicity, ignore the proportior@mponent of the legislative elections here). Wadlsh
follow Mexican usage in calling state legislatul@sal congresseand their membeiscal
congressmerGubernatorial elections are usually held everyysiars, while both municipal and local
congressional elections are held every three. Weach state, municipal and local congressional
elections are normally held concurrently, but tearnin which they are held varies across statesnyn
given year, all ordinary elections in all stateandousually be held on the same day, and indivglual
cast their vote in the same precinct for all corentrelections. Both municipal presidents and local
congress members are elected by plurality ruletiagid immediate reelection is forbidden by law.
Contrary to a common practice in the US, voterssgpairate ballots to vote in municipal and
congressional elections, with no facilitation ofrésght ticket” voting (potentially reducing magmite

of coattails — see Campbell 1957 for comparisohg paper ballots are deposited into separate arns f
different races, making it impossible to explicitlgtect split-ticket voting at individual level.

Crucially for this study, the number of municipedg and local legislative districts varies acrdases.
Moreover, municipalities and local districts are necessarily contained within each other. This
translates into the possibility that individualsifey the same state legislative election face fermiht,
concurrent municipal race. It should be noted thahicipal boundaries, for the most part, have been
established, at least, decades ago and, for mgsbges can be considered exogenous for a given
election or even present-day population distributietate legislative boundaries during the penod i
guestion were drawn by state electoral commissioh&gh were not supposed to use explicitly politica
considerations in redistricting.

Our unit of observation is an electoral sectisecgion electord) the smallest electoral geographic unit.

Individuals are assigned to electoral sectionsdaseheir residence reported to the National Bledt



Institute (INE)? A section can have from one to 15 precincts ialfatepending on the total registered
voters, as the law dictates that at most 750 iddads can be assigned to a particular precincthiwit
sections, individuals are assigned to a precinatphabetical order. In total, in 2012, there we8¢354
electoral sections in the country. Electoral sextiare fully contained within both local distrietsd
municipalities.

In our main specification, we consider municip&ations as theeadingelections, while local
congressional elections are treatedi@sn-ballotelections. There are two main rationales for this
choice. The first is that much of the literaturedses on identifying coattails from the executivéhie
legislative branch of government. Furthermore, uabsence of incumbency and the predominance of
centralized party mechanisms in nominating legigatandidates in Mexico we conjecture that voters
are much better informed about the performanceadertity of their municipal president (and
candidates) than their local legislator. In Appertiwe test this hypothesis by estimating a revers

coattails model using our data.

4. Data and Empirical Strategy: Coattails

In order to obtain clean causal estimates of cibgitathe context analyzed, we impose some
restrictions on our data. First, we focus on myracand local congressional elections not held
concurrently with any other votes (such those fesmlent or governor), trying to avoid any biasiag
from unobserved correlations between the populafitandidates in other elections and local
congressional or municipal candidates. Second esfeict the sample to elections in which none ef th
three main parties ran in a coalition with one AratThe intuition behind this is that, in thosees the

party from which each legislative and municipal didate is drawn is unobserved (while potentially

* Called Federal Electoral Institute (IFE) during ieziod under studyee.



known by the voters), and that it may differ acrossicipalities and between municipalities and
legislative districts. Third, because we considenitipal elections our leading elections and local
congressional elections as the down-ballot elestiame further restrict the sample to states in whic
there exists at least one local congressionalictistrat partially contains more than one munidiyal
Due to these restrictions we concentrate on th& 284ction in Durango and the 2010 election in
Yucatan. Details on the number of municipalitiesal congressional districts and electoral sections
these states are listed in Table 1.

Three major data sources were combined for estigatattails in this paper. First, we use the miypli
available maps of electoral sections in Mexiconglwith geographic information on state, municipal,
and local district boundaries, obtained from INEc&nd, information on the total number of votes
obtained by all parties at the electoral sectimelléor the municipal and local congressional etetd
listed in Table 1 were obtained from each statisteral authority. Finally, we obtained information
a series of socio-economic indicators at the sedtieel, processed from the 2010 Census and made
publicly available by Mexico’s statistical offictNEGI).

Our empirical strategy exploits a “Geographic Regi@n Discontinuity” (GRD). Identification of
causal effects through empirical strategies likesavere pioneered by economists such as Card and
Krueger (1994), who estimate the impact of minimuages on employment, wages and prices and
Black (1999), who estimates the impact of schoallitgpion housing prices, and quickly became
increasingly popular in political science. Researsthave exploited these techniques to estimate the
impact of media on electoral outcomes in develqptder and Arceneaux 2007; Kern and Hainmueller
2008; Krasno and Green 2008, Keele and Titiunik42@nd developing countries (Larreguy, et al
2014), the relationship between informal institn@nd a variety of outcomes (Miguel 2004; Posner

2004; Berger 2009), the impact of mobilization camgps on electoral outcomes (Middleton and Green



2008) and that of road connectivity on politica¢farences (Nall, 2012) in the US context. To our
knowledge, no study exploiting geographic discantias to estimate coattails exists.

The main empirical contribution of this paper iattive estimate coattails within neighboring elealtor
sections facing the same local election but a iffemunicipal one. In practice, we then focus on
electoral sections that border other electorai@estin different municipalities. We restrict oansple
to all section pairs that that share a common bandace the same legislative election, and & dhfit
municipal election. Our final data then consist® 68 neighboring section pairs.

Figures 1 through 3 illustrate in better detail th@struction of the section pairs included in the
empirical analysis. Figure 1 shows the state ofaDdgo and depicts the district (thick) and muniatgal
(thin) boundaries, showing that there is sometimese than one municipality within each electoral
district. Figure 2 zooms into the electoral digtebhaded in Figure 1, and shades two boundaring
municipalities within it. Finally, Figure 3 showse electoral sections along the boundary of the
municipalities shaded in Figure 2. Our empiricahtggy restricts the sample to the electoral sestio
shaded in Figure 3, and identifying all the neigimgp section pairs.

Our empirical strategy can be summarized by tHevehg equation:

DownBallot{s;, = aé + B * LeadingElection{,, + €5 m
WhereDownBallot{ 4 ,, is the fraction of votes obtained by the down-dtatandidate from party, in
sectioni, from section-pai6,in districtd and municipalitym. The fraction of votes is defined as the
total number of votes received by paryivided by the total number of registered voters.
LeadingElection{fm is the fraction of votes obtained by patyn municipalitymin which section is
located (excluding the votes from secti@priWe calculate this variable as the quotient b¥ales
obtained by party in the municipal election in all sections excepit®s i and the total number of

registered voters in those section§;are section-pair fixed effects; anf ,,, is an error term.



The inclusion of the section-pair fixed effectoals us to interpref as our coefficient of interest,
which measures the increase in the vote fractigaingd by the local congressional candidate from
partyP in sectioni if the candidate for municipal president in thematpality in which section is
located obtained a one percentage point higherstaee in the concurrent election.

The main identifying assumption in our estimatitmategy is that, within each pair of neighboring
sections, political preferences are very similad that they only differ in the popularity of the
municipal candidate in each of them. In order tvpte some evidence on the validity of this
assumption, Tables 2 to 4 show descriptive stesistir all electoral sections included in the asily
For this comparison we divide the sample into halwe partisan voter share. The first column in &abl
2 shows statistics for the sections in each pain wihigher PRI vote share in the municipal elegtio
while the second does so for sections in eachvpthira lower PRI vote share. Tables 3 and 4 refieat
exercise for PAN and PRD, respectively.

Table 2 shows that, within each section-pair, theutarity of the PRI municipal candidate does not
imply any significant difference in the observablaracteristics obtained from the 2000 Mexican
Census. Table 3 suggests that the fraction of mdleiduals in sections where PAN obtained a
relatively higher vote share in the municipal elatiare, on average, a little higher, and that bbakls
are less likely to have running water. However,tthtatistic for the difference in means test ireplthat
both differences are only significantly differenbrin zero at the 10 and 5 percent confidence level,
respectively. Table 4 shows that in sections wiR® obtained a relatively higher vote share are als
little older on average and households within tleeeless likely to have piping. However, these
differences are also only significant at the 10 anpércent level, respectively. Altogether, we riptet

all this as evidence that our identification stggtes likely to be satisfied in the context we auzal.



5. What drives coattails?

Identifying the forces behind the existence of takst is crucial to understanding its potential
implications in terms of electoral outcomes. Havighgntified the magnitude of coattails, we will try
identify the precise channels that explain theistexice. The empirical literature testing for tbecés
behind coattails is rather scarce. However, sevbealries have been suggested to explain their
existence. We group these theories into three gwgygories: 1) coordination between different lsvel
of government; 2) information spillovers; and 3)niout.

The first hypothesis posits that, if individuale aational, and the coordination between diffefemls
of government can facilitate policy implementatitrey should support their preferred leading
candidate’s party in local elections. If a presitidrcandidate is popular because of his policyfpian,
voters will desire that platform to be implementedr example, Zudenkova (2011) develops a model
assuming that office-motivated politicians prefegit counterpart to be affiliated with the sameatjall
party, leading the voter to adopt a joint perforoeavaluation rule, thus giving rise to coattails.

The second (information spillovers) includes a nantdf well-established theories of coattails. Anyea
study in this direction was Mondak and McCurley94® They conjectured that voters may decide to
look for “simple cues” as guides to their decisioaking. Hence, their evaluations of candidatesHer
executive office may function as such a cue andegtheir decision regarding which of the
congressional candidates to support. Snyder amgl (R002), in a theoretical model, proposed thatypar
control over candidate selection may be used bgrsdb resolve their lack of information about the
policy preferences of candidates. Building on thilberstam and Montagnes (2015) propose and test,
using the data of US presidential and senatorégteins, a model in which ideological position loé t
leading candidate provides voters with a signauékbite down-ballot candidates, thus generating

endogenous coattails if the leading candidateaserlto the electoral mainstream than the follower.



Both policy coordination and informational explanas imply that the popularity of the leading
candidate could change individuals’ decisions orctviparty to cast their vote for in the down-ballot
election. While they may also affect turnout, thexests an obvious direct connection between turnou
and coattails. If one of the election candidatésetis more voters to the polls, either due topgessonal
popularity, as in Caiet al (1984), or by undertaking a stronger turnout rzdion campaign, as in
Caldeiraet al. (1985), more individuals may decide to cast thete, without changing their underlying
preference for a specific party or platform. Ifstls the case, because the leading and down-ballot
elections are held concurrently, if these votensl tde sympathize with the leading candidate’s party
with a higher likelihood, they will also cast thewte for such party in the down-ballot electiorima
higher likelihood. The popularity of the leadinge&iion candidate may not affect individuals’ polii
leaning, but it may, through this channel, affesmt party’s vote share in other elections.
We empirically explore which of these three hype#®ebetter explains the coattails in our datardiero
to test if it is the desirability of coordinatioetiween different levels of government that driveattails,
we simply explore if the magnitude of our estimateéfers when the probability that the local caratel
wins the election varies.
In order to provide evidence with respect to infation spillovers driving coattails, we exploit tfaet
that most of the information received by votersimiyielectoral campaigns comes from traditional raedi
sources. We then use precise information on therege of all radio and TV networks at the section
level for all of Mexico (also publically availabfeom INE), and compute the share of all radio add T
networks whose signal covers either section widaioh section-pair that has coverage in both sexction
With this information, we run regressions of thédwing form:

DownBallot{s 4, = al + By * LeadingElection{,, +

B, * LeadingElectionf,, * SharedNetworkss + &[s 4m



Where all variables are defined as above,$ntredNetworkss is a measure of the fraction of
networks with coverage in either section withinrepair that have coverage in both.

In order to explore if coattails arise simply doeah increase in turnout of individuals who tend to
sympathize with the municipal candidate’s popwarite explore not only how the popularity of the
municipal candidate affects the vote share forpgaety’s candidate in the local congressional ebecti
but also that of the competing party’s candidaBexause our construction of vote shares takegheto
denominator the total number of registered votadsrat the total number of votes cast, if coattailse
exclusively due to an increase in turnout, the penay of the leading election candidate shouldyonl

affect her party’s vote share in the local electimnt not her competitors’.

6. Results

6.1. Coattails

We start by presenting our estimates of the madeitf coattails from municipal to local congressilon
elections in the Mexican context in Table 5. Colutnmuns the regression only adding section-paedix
effects. Column 2 additionally includes all the tohvariables listed in Tables 2-4. In panel A, we
focus attention on coattails for PRI, and in paiiend C, for PAN and PRD, respectively.

The results suggest that coattails from municipdbtal congressional elections are large, prefeeral|
the three main political parties, and robust. A paecentage point increase in the vote share cdatdig
the PRI municipal candidate translates, on averagea 0.46 percentage point increase in the vote
share for the candidate for local congress. Cdafi@ PAN are a little larger: a one percentagaipo
increase in the popularity of the municipal cantbdaanslates, on average, into a 0.67 percentaigé p

increase in the vote share of the local candidaoattails for PRD are the largest: our estimatggsst



that a one percentage point increase in the paputdrthe PRD candidate implies a 0.78 percentage
point increase in vote share for the local canéidat

6.2. The forces behind coattails

The fact that coattails are larger for PRD has irtgmd implications in understanding the forces itigv
the effect. In particular, if the voters’ desire tmordination between municipal and local congoesd
authorities were driving coattails, one would exgiem to only arise in a context in which the
probability of such party winning the election igficiently high. Party strength in Mexico varies
strongly by state, and though a major politicat&elsewhere, in the Yucatan and Durango electi@ns
consider PRD did not win any of the legislativetiitss or municipal presidencies. On average, thte v
share for the legislative and municipal electiobtamed by PRD in the sections in our sample isd! a
4.9 percent, respectively. On the other hand, PRN) obtained 40.1 (26.1) and 38 (26.3) percent of
votes in the legislative and municipal electiorspectively. We conclude that the coattails idedifn
this paper are not likely to be explained by amesf coordination between the different levels of
government.

This and the information hypothesis may imply angein voters’ behavior in terms of whom to cast
their vote for. However, because popular candidedesalso attract more voters to the polls, cdattai
could be observed even in contexts in which eatérigopreferred party remains unchanged, but turnou
among the popular candidate’s party’s sympathirergeases disproportionately.

In order to explore to what extent the observedtads have an impact on individuals’ decisions#bo
the party for which they cast their vote, we rugressions estimating the impact of the popularity o
each of the municipal candidates not only on hetyjsavote share in the legislative election, bigba
that of her competitors. Because the denominatourrmeasure of vote shares is the total number of

registered voters (instead of the total numberodés), finding that the one party’s leading elattio



candidate’s popularity negatively affects the nundfevotes obtained by a different party in the
legislative election is informative. The negatiweefficient can only be a result of a change in kgite
decisions about which party to cast their vote dora disproportionatdecreasen turnout from
sympathizers of her political competitors.

Table 6 shows the results of these regressionsel®4, B and C use as explanatory variable the
fraction of votes obtained by the municipal cantkdeom PRI, PAN and PRD, respectively. Columns 1
through 3 use the fraction of votes obtained byldal congressional candidate from PRI, PAN and
PRD, respectively, as the dependent variable.e&gjtessions include, in addition to section-paiedix
effects, all controls listed in Table 2.

Column 1 in Panel A replicates the estimates oftada for PRI (0.46 percentage votes for the local
congressional candidate when the municipal canglgl@bpularity increases in one percentage point).
While column 2 shows that PAN does not experiemgedcrease in total votes when PRI's popularity
in the municipal election increases, Column 3 satghat PRD does experience a significant logs in
vote share for local congress. In particular, apereent increase in the vote share of PRI's mpaici
candidate implies a reduction in 0.2 percentagatpaif the pool of registered voters that cast thete

for PRD. Almost half of the PRI coattails are tid¥iven by a decrease in votes for PRD.

Panel B suggests that the same is true for PANaitsatWhile votes for the PRI legislative candeldb
not decrease when PAN’s municipal candidate’s sbte is larger, the PRD legislative candidate
suffers a significant loss in votes. Again, almuastf of PAN coattails can be explained by a de@eas
votes for PRD.

Finally, panel C shows the results for PRD. Thes\sitare of PRD’s municipal candidate has a negative

and significant impact in the votes obtained byRAéN and PRI local congressional candidates.



Moreover, almost all of the increase in votes fRCPcan be attributed to the decrease in votedhfor t
other two main parties.

While an important fraction of PRI and PAN coatahnnot be accounted for by changes in
individuals’ party choice, these results suggest tioattails are not only driven by a disproporien
increase in turnout from the party’s sympathizers.

6.2.b. Information Spillovers

In order to explore if the information received\mters when the popularity of the leading election
candidate is higher drives coattails, we explatfict that most of the information received byevst
during electoral campaigns comes from traditionatliia sources, and measure the fraction of all
networks in each section-pair that has coverag®ih sections.

Our intuition is that, in sections that share gdapercentage of networks, the information avéelédr
voters in both sections is more likely to be simiknd, if differences in information received bgters
is what drives coattails, our estimates shouldlest when both sections in each pair share the same
information sources.

Regression results exploring if coattails differamhpairs of sections share a larger fraction oagts
are presented in Table 7. Panels A, B and C fonu3RI, PAN and PRD coattails, respectively. Column
1 interacts the fraction of votes obtained by thaitipal candidate with the fraction of shared Thda
radio networks, while column 2 interacts the fractof votes with the fraction of shared TV netwagrks
and column 3 with the fraction of shared radio roeks.

Throughout specifications, the coefficient on tlfgedent interactions is not significantly differefiom
zero. While we cannot fully reject the informatispillovers hypothesis, our results suggest that the
information available to voters through traditionadia does not explain the magnitude of coattails

identified in this paper.



7. Conclusion

This paper exploits the unique characteristichefdrganization of Mexican elections to arguably
recover an unbiased estimate of the magnitudeaitaibeffects from municipal to local congressibna
elections. By only assuming that political preferemnfor the local legislative candidates remairstamt
across neighboring sections within the same elaktbstrict but in different municipalities, we esate
coattails of considerable magnitude for the thregnrpolitical parties in Mexico: a one percentagap
increase in votes for the municipal candidate fRRil, PAN and PRD translates, on average, into a
0.45, 0.67 and 0.78 percentage point increasetmstware for the local candidate from the sameypart
respectively. As a first contribution, our resudtgggest that the potential biases in traditiontneges

of coattails are not the main drivers of the esteasabtained.

Second, we provide additional evidence that camigecadditional information trying to understane th
forces behind them. Importantly, we find that @&fraction of coattails is driven by a reductiarthe
total number of votes for the competing candiddtaplying that a large fraction of the effect isvén
by individuals switching their vote decision in tloeal legislative election, rather than simply an
increase in turnout. However, given that we obsémedargest coattails for the parties with thedetv
chances of winning the election. It seems therkahfithat the desire for coordination between the
municipal authorities and state legislatures caredhe effect. In addition, we show evidence that
estimates remain unchanged when information flawsray each pair of neighboring sections is larger,

casting doubt on the validity of different theor@danformation spillovers driving them.
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Tablel

States and Elections in the Sample

States Election Date Municipalities Leglsl_atwe Elect_oral
Districts Sections

Durango July 7, 2013 39 15 1419
Yucatan May 16, 2010 106 15 1121




Table?2

Descriptive Statistics: Mean Differences in Obsbiea Between Neighboring Sections

Low Preference High t-statistic for
for PRI Preference for Difference in
PRI Means Test
Log of Population 6.561 6.559 0.0325
(0.936) (0.947)
Mean Age 33.95 33.31 1.457
(7.858) (7.012)
Fraction Male 0.506 0.508 -1.564
(0.0255) (0.0237)
Fraction Aged less than 25 0.519 0.516 0.772
(0.0699) (0.0686)
Fraction Aged 25-65 0.398 0.400 -0.484
(0.0458) (0.0443)
Fraction with Access to Social Security 0.654 0.664 -0.753
(0.231) (0.232)
Fraction llliterate 0.151 0.147 1.196
(0.0658) (0.0605)
Fraction with less than Primary Schooling 0.814 12.8 0.774
(0.0596) (0.0654)
Fraction Indigenous 0.319 0.307 0.623
(0.325) (0.313)
Fraction Rural 0.760 0.755 0.194
(0.425) (0.411)
Fraction of Households with Dirt Floor 0.133 0.144 -1.065
(0.169) (0.191)
Fraction of Households with Electricity 0.913 0.907 0.953
(0.108) (0.106)
Fraction of Households with no Running Water 0.254 0.253 0.0264
(0.263) (0.260)
Fraction of Households with no Piping 0.0657 0.0504 1.589
(0.176) (0.148)
Fraction of Households with Children 0.234 0.234 262
(0.0288) (0.0289)
Observations 573 573

* Significant at 10%, ** significant at 5%, *** sigjficant at 1%.
Standard Deviations in Parentheses.



Table3

Descriptive Statistics: Mean Differences in Obsbiea Between Neighboring Sections

Low Preference High E-statistic for
for PAN Preference for Difference in
PAN Means Test

Log of Population 6.594 6.526 1.219
(0.894) (0.986)

Mean Age 33.74 33.52 0.509
(7.722) (7.175)

Fraction Male 0.505 0.508 -2.051*
(0.0234) (0.0258)

Fraction Aged less than 25 0.516 0.519 -0.887
(0.0727) (0.0656)

Fraction Aged 25-65 0.400 0.398 0.604
(0.0471) (0.0428)

Fraction with Access to Social Security 0.656 0.662 -0.402
(0.235) (0.227)

Fraction llliterate 0.146 0.151 -1.309
(0.0607) (0.0656)

Fraction with less than Primary Schooling 0.810 16.8 -1.576
(0.0674) (0.0572)

Fraction Indigenous 0.305 0.320 -0.797
(0.314) (0.324)

Fraction Rural 0.754 0.761 -0.275
(0.426) (0.411)

Fraction of Households with Dirt Floor 0.137 0.140 -0.292
(0.183) (0.179)

Fraction of Households with Electricity 0.913 0.907 0.963
(0.110) (0.105)

Fraction of Households with no Running Water 0.275 0.232 2.761**
(0.267) (0.255)

Fraction of Households with no Piping 0.0552 0.0608 -0.582
(0.153) (0.173)

Fraction of Households with Children 0.235 0.233 827.
(0.0307) (0.0268)

Observations 573 573

* Significant at 10%, ** significant at 5%, *** sigificant at 1%.
Standard Deviations in Parentheses.



Table4

Descriptive Statistics: Mean Differences in Obsbiea Between Neighboring Sections

Low Preference High E-statistic for
for PRD Preference for Difference in
PRD Means Test

Log of Population 6.542 6.579 -0.661
(0.920) (0.962)

Mean Age 33.14 34.12 -2.217*
(7.472) (7.405)

Fraction Male 0.506 0.507 -0.812
(0.0252) (0.0241)

Fraction Aged less than 25 0.517 0.518 -0.312
(0.0672) (0.0712)

Fraction Aged 25-65 0.400 0.397 1.213
(0.0455) (0.0445)

Fraction with Access to Social Security 0.661 0.657 0.328
(0.230) (0.233)

Fraction llliterate 0.148 0.150 -0.522
(0.0616) (0.0648)

Fraction with less than Primary Schooling 0.812 1a.8 -0.640
(0.0651) (0.0599)

Fraction Indigenous 0.316 0.310 0.330
(0.326) (0.313)

Fraction Rural 0.755 0.759 -0.147
(0.427) (0.410)

Fraction of Households with Dirt Floor 0.138 0.139 -0.0664
(0.187) (0.174)

Fraction of Households with Electricity 0.914 0.906 1.266
(0.0966) (0.117)

Fraction of Households with no Running Water 0.247 0.259 -0.764
(0.264) (0.259)

Fraction of Households with no Piping 0.0486 0.0675 -1.963*
(0.145) (0.179)

Fraction of Households with Children 0.234 0.234 413
(0.0277) (0.0299)

Observations 573 573

* Significant at 10%, ** significant at 5%, *** sigificant at 1%.
Standard Deviations in Parentheses.



Table5

Main Regression Results: Coattails

Panel A: PRI
Fraction of PRI votes in Local
Dependent Variable: Election
Fraction of PRI Votes in Municipality 0.467 0.46
[0.064]** [0.064]**
Section-pair Fixed Effects Yes Yes
Controls Yes
Constant 0.231 0.348
[0.024]** [0.362]
Observations 1146 1146
R-squared 0.62 0.66
Panel B: PAN

Dependent Variable:

Fraction of PAN votes in Local

Fraction of PAN Votes in Municipality 0.674 0.677
[0.044]* [0.043]**
Section-pair Fixed Effects Yes Yes
Controls Yes
Constant 0.084 0.041
[0.011]** [0.318]
Observations 1146 1146
R-squared 0.81 0.83
Panel C: PRD
Fraction of PRD votes in Local
Dependent Variable: Election
Fraction of PRD Votes in Municipality 0.77 0.778
[0.034]** [0.033]**
Section-pair Fixed Effects Yes Yes
Controls Yes
Constant 0.003 0.022
[0.002] [0.125]
Observations 1146 1146
R-squared 0.92 0.92

Robust standard errors clustered at the sectianigal in brackets
* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%



Table6

Crossed Effects

Panel A: PRI
Fraction of Votes Obtained in Legislative
Dependent Variable: Election by:
PRI PAN PRD
Fraction of PRI Votes in Municipality 0.46 0.048 .204
[0.064]** [0.085] [0.047]**
Section-pair Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Controls Yes Yes Yes
Constant 0.348 0.236 0.163
[0.362] [0.432] [0.265]
Observations 1146 1146 1146
R-squared 0.66 0.65 0.57
Panel B: PAN

Fraction of Votes Obtained in Legislative

Dependent Variable: Election by:
PRI PAN PRD

Fraction of PAN Votes in Municipality -0.04 0.677 0.24

[0.055] [0.043]** [0.037]**
Section-pair Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Controls Yes Yes Yes
Constant 0.832 0.041 0.042

[0.361]* [0.318] [0.243]
Observations 1146 1146 1146
R-squared 0.6 0.83 0.62
Panel C: PRD

Fraction of Votes Obtained in Legislative

Dependent Variable: Election by:
PRI PAN PRD
Fraction of PRD Votes in Municipality -0.611 -0.122 0.778
[0.066]** [0.059]* [0.033]**
Section-pair Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Controls Yes Yes Yes
Constant 0.232 0.807 0.022
[0.381] [0.354]* [0.125]
Observations 1146 1146 1146
R-squared 0.72 0.6 0.92

Robust standard errors clustered at the sectianieas! in brackets

* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%



Table7

Main Regression Results: Coattails

Panel A: PRI
Dependent Variable:

Fraction of PRI votes in Legislative Election

Fraction of PRI Votes in Municipality 0.558 0.541 0.545
[0.126]** [0.124]* [0.124]*
Fraction of PRI Votes in Municipality*Shared Netwer -0.078
[0.088]
Fraction of PRI Votes in Municipality*Shared Rad\etworks -0.059
[0.085]
Fraction of PRI Votes in Municipality*Shared TV Neirks -0.09
[0.112]
Section-pair Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Controls Yes Yes Yes
Constant 0.307 0.286 0.28
[0.471] [0.469] [0.464]
Observations 1146 1146 1146
R-squared 0.67 0.67 0.67
Panel B: PAN

Fraction of PAN votes in Legislative

Dependent Variable: Election
Fraction of PAN Votes in Municipality 0.457 0.466 0.469
[0.120]** [0.115]* [0.123]**
Fraction of PRI Votes in Municipality*Shared Netwer 0.166
[0.092]
Fraction of PRI Votes in Municipality*Shared Rad\etworks 0.16
[0.089]
Fraction of PRI Votes in Municipality*Shared TV Neirks 0.225
[0.134]
Section-pair Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Controls Yes Yes Yes
Constant -0.039 -0.037 -0.071
[0.419] [0.418] [0.417]
Observations 1146 1146 1146
R-squared 0.79 0.79 0.79
Panel C: PRD

Dependent Variable:

Fraction of PRD votes in Legislative Election

Fraction of PRD Votes in Municipality 0.582 0.581 0.523
[0.102]** [0.099]** [0.190]**
Fraction of PRI Votes in Municipality*Shared Netwer 0.142
[0.088]
Fraction of PRI Votes in Municipality*Shared Radietworks 0.141
[0.084]
Fraction of PRI Votes in Municipality*Shared TV Neirks 0.271
[0.249]
Section-pair Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes
Controls Yes Yes Yes
Constant 0.08 0.074 0.053
[0.186] [0.186] [0.184]
Observations 1146 1146 1146
R-squared 0.9 0.9 0.9

Robust standard errors clustered at the sectiarigwal in brackets

* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
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Appendix 1. Reverse Coattails.

As stated throughout the main text, the potensistence of reverse coattails may bias the estgnate
presented in this paper. In particular, if the gdapty of a leading election’s candidate affectsvde
ballot candidates’ election outcomes, it is posstblargue that the reverse occurs: if down-ballot
election candidates have a larger electoral supleading election candidates may also benefit faom
increase in votes. If such is the case, the estimfathe one-directional coattails will containwgward
“reflection” bias. In this appendix, we replicateetpaper’'s empirical strategy, this time estimating
coattails from local congressional to municipakétmns.

Our empirical strategy can then be summarized bydhowing equation:

LeadingElection{s ,,, = a$ + B * DownBallot[q + &fsym
WhereLeadingElectionf s.a,m 1S the fraction of votes obtained by the municipahdidate from party
P, in sectioni, from section-pai,in districtd and municipalityn. The fraction of votes is defined as
the total number of votes received by p&tgivided by the total number of registered voters.
DownBallotfd Is the fraction of votes obtained by patyn the district-level electiod in which
sectioni is located (excluding the votes from sectipnNe calculate this variable as the quotient bf al
votes obtained by par®in the local election in all sections except settiand the total number of
registered voters in those section§;are section-pair fixed effects; aaf , ,, is an error term.

In this caseff measures the increase in the vote fraction olddiyehe municipal candidate from party
P in sectioni if the candidate for local congress in the disinovhich section is located obtained a

one percentage point higher vote share in the cosuelection.



Results are presented in Table A1l. Column 1 ruasdfbression only adding section-pair fixed effects
Column 2 additionally includes all the control \adoles listed in Tables 2-4. In panel A, we focus
attention on reverse-coattails for PRI, and in f@Beand C, for PAN and PRD, respectively.

The results suggest that reverse-coattails froml loangressional to municipal elections are snaai|
never significantly different from zero at a highnéidence level. For both PRI and PAN, the point
estimates are negative, although never signifigatitferent from zero at a high confidence leveir F
PRD, the point estimates of reverse coattails as#tige, although considerably smaller than those
presented in the main text. When including all cointariables, the estimated coefficient is veryadm
and only significantly different from zero at a fércent level. We conclude that the estimates of

coattails presented in the main text are not likelguffer from a reflection bias.



Regression Results: Rever se Coattails*

Panel A: PRI
Dependent Variable:

Fraction of PRI votesin Local Election

Fraction of PRI Votes in District -0.013 -0.041
[0.086] [0.079]
Section-pair Fixed Effects Yes Yes
Controls Yes
Constant 0.464 0.487
[0.040]** [0.101]**
Observations 2152 2152
R-squared 0.81 0.85
Panel B: PAN
Dependent Variable: Fraction of PAN votesin Local Election
Fraction of PAN Votes in District -0.092 -0.094
[0.053] [0.042]*
Section-pair Fixed Effects Yes Yes
Controls Yes
Constant 0.302 0.377
[0.013]** [0.084]**
Observations 2152 2152
R-squared 0.97 0.98
Panel C: PRD

Dependent Variable:

Fraction of PRD votesin Local Election

Fraction of PRD Votes in District 0.166 0.0119
[0.062]** [0.054]*
Section-pair Fixed Effects Yes Yes
Controls Yes
Constant 0.014 0.011
[0.002]** [0.015]
Observations 2152 2152
R-squared 0.87 0.89

Robust standard errors clustered at the sectiarieyal in brackets

* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%

1/ States included: Aguascalientes (2013), Baja @aili& (2010), Durango (2013), Yucatan (2010) anchfecas (2013).



