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Order of Blocking 

In the main text, we de-mean all variables by legislator block first, and then by 

district-year-party block. What if we begin with de-meaning by district-year-party block 

and end up with legislator block? According to the second column (Model 5) of Table 

A1, where regressors and observations are the same as Model 1 of Table 4 (and Table 

A1 for reference), the order of blocking does not change the results in any substantive 

way. 

 

Difference between the National and Prefectural Districts 
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We conduct a reanalysis of Model 1 of Table 4 by employing separate samples 

of members from the national district and prefectural districts. Table A1 reports the 

results where the third and fourth columns (Models 6 and Model 7) display the results 

from national district legislators and prefectural district legislators, respectively (two-

way de-meaning is performed using all legislators in the same order of Model 1). Our 

results are robust: Although the national district legislators are slightly more responsive 

to electoral proximity than their prefectural district colleagues, the results from these 

subsamples are substantively unchanged from those of the dataset including all 

legislators. This is hardly a surprising outcome because we have already controlled for 

district-specific factors by blocking. 

 

Strength of the Instrumental Variable 

In the first stage of Models 1 through 3 in Table 4 where we regress Treatment 

Received (whether a legislator intends to run or not) on Treatment Assignment (whether 

a legislator is at the end of the term or not) and Seniority, the coefficient for Treatment 

Assignment is significantly and substantially positive (Table A2). Therefore, our 

instrument (i.e. Treatment Assignment) is strong. The negative coefficient for Seniority 

is also reasonable. 

 

Summary Statistics 

See Table A3. 

 

Pretreatment Balance of the Dataset of Regular and Irregular Legislators 
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Table A4 examines pretreatment balance of the dataset of regular and irregular 

legislators. Fortunately, pretreatments are balanced except for Vice Minister, Age, and 

Seniority (as regular legislators’ data) as well as Vote Share of the national district at 

the 5% significance level. 

 

Cohort Effects 

Some readers may wonder if the treatment effects vary across cohorts of 

legislators. We analyze Model 1 of Table 4 for every cohort (which is composed of 

legislators who are elected to the House of Councilors for the first time in a certain year) 

separately (two-way de-meaning is performed using all legislators; due to data 

limitations, the cohort of 1953 includes all legislators who were elected in 1953, not 

necessarily for the first time). Figure A1 illustrates the results. Each panel corresponds 

to every outcome variable. The bold solid curves are the point estimates, while the 

dotted curves are the bounds of the 95% confidence interval. The horizontal thin solid 

lines represent the point estimates of all cohorts and the shaded areas indicate the 95% 

confidence interval of all cohorts (namely, the same as Model 1 of Table 4). The bottom 

line is simple and clear: there is neither a cohort trend nor an outlier cohort, and the 

average treatment effects are almost constant across cohorts. 
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Table A1. Estimates of the Treatment Effects      
         

  Model 1   Model 5   Model 6   Model 7   
         
Regular Legislators         
National Districts X  X  X    
Prefectural Districts X  X    X  
         
Order of De-meaning         
Legislator Block 1  2  1  1  
District-Year-Party 
Block 2  1  2  2  
         
Outcomes         
Days of Attendance  -14.527  ** -14.667  ** -14.374  ** -14.650  ** 
 (0.722)  (0.734)  (1.203)  (0.777)  
Days of Speech  -3.112  ** -3.159  ** -3.367  ** -2.817  ** 
 (0.249)  (0.252)  (0.420)  (0.257)  
Letters in Speech  -15829  ** -16145  ** -17715  ** -13747  ** 
 (1684)  (1713)  (2901)  (1649)  
Speech per Attendance -0.013   -0.015   -0.021   -0.003   
 (0.009)  (0.008)  (0.013)  (0.012)  
Speech Letters-per-Day 529  ** 542  ** 590  ** 420  ** 
  (136)   (144)   (203)   (158)   

 
Regressors are Treatment Instrumented and Seniority. 
All variables are de-meaned twice. The constant term is not used. 
Entries are the coefficients of the treatment predicted or received. Two-way cluster-
robust standard errors are in parentheses. 
The number of observations is 3,748 (2,179, 1,569) for the first three outcomes, 3,424 
(1,973, 1,451) for the fourth and 2,377 (1,296, 1,081) for the fifth (the cases of the 
national and prefectural districts, respectively, in parenthesis).  
The time-period of the data is from 1956 to 2004. 
** p<0.01 
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Table A2. First Stage Regressions  

     

Observations         
Regular legislators X  X  
Irregular legislators     X   
Treatment 
Assignment  0.822  ** 0.811  ** 

 (0.010)  (0.015)  
Seniority -0.071  **   
 (0.005)    

Seniority 2   0.033   
   (0.021)  

Seniority 3   -0.082  ** 
   (0.014)  

Seniority 4   -0.165  ** 
   (0.026)  

Seniority 5   -0.195  ** 
   (0.020)  

Seniority 6   -0.420  ** 
      (0.035)   

 
The dependent variable is Treatment Received. 
All variables are de-meaned twice. The constant term is not used. 
Entries are coefficients. Two-way cluster-robust standard errors are in parentheses. 
The numbers of observations are 3,748 (regular legislators only) and 4,216 (both regular 
and irregular legislators), respectively.  
The time-period of the data is from 1956 to 2004. 
** p<0.01 
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Table A3. Descriptive Statistics of Variables   
     

  Mean Standard Minimum Maximum 
    Deviance     
Treatment Assignment 0.484  0.500  0 1 
Treatment received 0.372  0.483  0 1 
Retirement 0.112  0.315  0 1 
Days of Attendance  17.285  15.109  0 80 
Days of Speech  3.873  5.456  0 48 
Letters in Speech  20141  34264  0 359216 
Speech per Attendance 0.218  0.240  0 1.6 
Speech Letters-per-Day 4848  3370  6 23213 
Minister 0.009  0.096  0 1 
Vice Minister 0.030  0.170  0 1 
Chair of Diet Committee 0.108  0.311  0 1 
Vote Share (1 Seat Districts) 0.519  0.092  0.211  0.929  
Vote Share (2 Seat Districts) 0.332  0.079  0.149  0.572  
Vote Share (3 Seat Districts) 0.227  0.057  0.141  0.493  
Vote Share (4 Seat Districts) 0.178  0.038  0.103  0.279  
Vote Share (National District) 0.015  0.006  0.005  0.070  
Age 60.542  9.411  32.667  87.583  
Seniority 2.999  1.943  1  12  
 
The number of observations is 3,748. 
The time-period of the data is from 1956 to 2004. 
The maximum of Speech per Attendance is larger than one because some legislators 
speak more than once a day in different committees.   
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Table A4. Pretreatment Balance of the Dataset of Regular and Irregular Legislators 
 
  Mean    p-value       
Variables Treat Control         
       
Binary Pretreatments   χ2    

Minister 0.010  0.011  0.982     
Vice Minister 0.047  0.017  0.000  **   
Chair of Diet Committee 0.105  0.111  0.603     

       
Continuous Pretreatments   t-test  Wilcoxon   

Vote Share (1 Seat Districts) 0.522  0.526  0.521   0.446   
Vote Share (2 Seat Districts) 0.335  0.336  0.822   0.796   
Vote Share (3 Seat Districts) 0.226  0.227  0.892   0.945   
Vote Share (4 Seat Districts) 0.176  0.177  0.822   0.888   
Vote Share (National District) 0.014  0.015  0.048  * 0.027  * 
Age 62.062  59.587  0.000  ** 0.000  ** 
Seniority 3.451  2.682  0.000  ** 0.000  ** 

** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Figure A1. Estimates of the Treatment Effects by Legislators’ Cohort 
 

 
 
Note: We analyze Model 1 of Table 4 for every cohort (which is composed of 
legislators who are elected to the House of Councilors for the first time in a certain year) 
separately. Due to data limitations, the cohort of 1953 includes all legislators who were 
elected in 1953, not necessarily for the first time. Each panel corresponds to every 
outcome variable. The bold solid curves are the point estimates, while the dotted curves 
are the bounds of the 95% confidence interval. The horizontal thin solid lines represent 
the point estimates of all cohorts and the shaded areas indicate the 95% confidence 
interval of all cohorts (namely, the same as Model 1 of Table 4). 


