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Appendix A: 

 

Table A1: Descriptive statistics of electorate and candidates. 

 

  

Year of  

birth 

Number of 

siblings 

Number of 

sisters 

N 

 

  
Mean 

Std. 

dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

dev. 
Mean 

Std. 

dev. 

 

National 

Women 
Electorate 1973 13.24 1.44 0.76 0.70 0.72 478,840 

Candidates 1967 10.99 1.50 0.76 0.66 0.7 335 

Men 
Electorate 1972 13.51 1.46 0.77 0.71 0.69 526,642 

Candidates 1966 10.72 1.59 0.86 0.77 0.76 726 

Local 

Women 
Electorate 1973 13.24 1.44 0.76 0.70 0.72 477,974 

Candidates 1964 10.88 1.56 0.82 0.74 0.75 3,000 

Men 
Electorate 1972 13.51 1.46 0.77 0.71 0.69 525,589 

Candidates 1963 10.9 1.61 0.87 0.77 0.75 6,512 

NOTE: The table shows descriptive statistics for first-born candidates running in local elections 

1993-2013 and national election 1990-2015 and the electorates of first-born voters in the same 

years. Because the election years differ, the electorates are also slightly different.  

 

  



 

 

Appendix B: Additional results for national elections 

 

Model estimates: ever running for or elected to Parliament by gender 

In Table B1, we present the main results, which Figure 1 of the paper relies on. The estimates 

show the percentage points difference between having a female versus male younger sibling. We 

supplement the analysis from the main paper, by also looking at whether people ever win a seat. 

Accordingly, the outcomes are ever running for or winning a seat in the Parliament for both 

firstborn women and men. In the analysis for Parliament, we include everyone who was eligible 

to run in any Parliament election. In the analyses for local government, we have a similar 

condition, but for those who could run in any local government election. These subsets are 

highly overlapping, but they are not identical subsets. Therefore, N varies slightly between the 

two subsets. 

 

Table B1: Ever running for or elected to Parliament by gender 

  Running Elected 

  Women Men Women Men 

Female younger sibling  -0.0133 0.0004 -0.0031 -0.0000 

Standard error  0.0076 0.0102 0.0029 0.0031 

Baseline % (Male younger sibling)  0.0764 0.1377 0.0113 0.0125 

N  478,840 526,642 478,840 526,642 

 

  



 

 

Model estimates: ever running for or elected to Parliament by gender and year  

In Table B2, we present the results, which Figure 2 of the paper relies on. The estimates show 

the percentage points difference between having a female versus male younger sibling. We 

supplement the analysis from the main paper, by also looking at whether people ever win a seat. 

Accordingly, the outcomes are running for or winning a seat in the Parliament for both firstborn 

women and men in each election from 1990 to 2015. Because we only observe people born 1915 

or later, the number of people that, we are studying increase over time faster than the general 

population increase.  

Table B2: Running or elected for parliament by gender and year 

 1990 1994 1998 2001 2005 2007 2011 2015 

Women running 

Female younger 

sibling 

0.0001 -0.0018 -0.0039 -0.0096 -0.0111 -0.0099 -0.0043 -0.0052 

Standard error 0.0063 0.0048 0.0049 0.0047 0.0050 0.0048 0.0045 0.0043 

Baseline % (Male 

younger sibling) 

0.0228 0.0163 0.0200 0.0226 0.0280 0.0271 0.0232 0.0233 

N 227,622 272,125 308,650 333,307 366,652 385,090 426,501 456,024 

Men running 

Female younger 

sibling 

-0.0028 0.0030 -0.0078 -0.0049 -0.0021 -0.0065 0.0008 0.0022 

Standard error 0.0081 0.0064 0.0066 0.0065 0.0065 0.0060 0.0058 0.0057 

Baseline % (Male 

younger sibling) 

0.0439 0.0306 0.0414 0.0419 0.0438 0.0410 0.0382 0.0388 

N 262,858 308,690 345,577 369,606 402,117 420,694 461,446 489,264 

Women elected 

Female younger 

sibling 

0.0012 0.0017 -0.0010 -0.0015 -0.0035 -0.0033 -0.0015 -0.0006 

Standard error 0.0026 0.0023 0.0022 0.0022 0.0021 0.0021 0.0023 0.0020 

Baseline % (Male 

younger sibling) 

0.0034 0.0028 0.0044 0.0046 0.0058 0.0060 0.0064 0.0047 

N 227,622 272,125 308,650 333,307 366,652 385,090 426,501 456,024 

Men elected 

Female younger 

sibling 

0.0002 0.0029 -0.0020 -0.0001 0.0003 -0.0020 0.0005 -0.0008 

Standard error 0.0022 0.0064 0.0022 0.0026 0.0022 0.0024 0.0025 0.0024 

Baseline % (Male 

younger sibling) 

0.0029 0.0306 0.0050 0.0063 0.0048 0.0069 0.0067 0.0075 

N 262,858 308,690 345,577 369,606 402,117 420,694 461,446 489,264 



 

 

Model estimates: times running for or elected to Parliament by gender and year  

In Table B3, we present an alternative specification to the outcome of interest. Instead of looking 

at whether people ever run for office or in the Parliament, we look at the share of times that they 

ran. We also look at the number of times they won a seat. The outcome variables follow a simple 

formula:  

𝑠ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑖 =
𝑛𝑖
𝑚𝑖

 

where ni is the number of times and individual, i, ran for office or was elected out of the times, 

mi, the individual was eligible to run. That is for someone who was in the electorate in all eight 

election between 1990 and 2015 mi will be eight; for someone who was only eligible in, say, 

2011 and 2015, mi will be 2. 

 

Table B3: Proportion of times running or elected for parliament by gender 

  Running Elected 

  Women Men Women Men 

Female younger sibling  -0.0042 -0.0019 -0.0009 -0.0001 

Standard error  0.0020 0.0027 0.0010 0.0012 

Baseline % (Male younger sibling)  0.0171 0.0304 0.0036 0.0041 

N  478,840 526,642 478,840 526,642 

 

 

 

  



 

 

The effect of being firstborn among middle 90% of age distribution of candidates 

One concern we might have is that candidates do not look like the electorate in terms of age. 

Generally, recently enfranchised voters and old voters are less likely to run. That might bias the 

results by election year towards zero. To address, this concern Figure B1 displays a robustness 

specification to the results in Figure 2. Specifically, for each election we find an interval 

bracketed by the 5th and 95th percentile for the age distribution of candidates. We discard 

everyone who falls outside of the interval and run the models by election on this subsample. As 

in Figure 2, the estimates show the percentage points difference between having a female versus 

male younger sibling. The outcomes are running for or winning a seat in the Parliament for both 

firstborn women and men in each election from 1990 to 2015. The results are practically 

identical to the results when everyone was included, indicating that we should not be concerned 

by the fact that young and old voters are less likely to run. In Table B4, we present the estimates 

that Figure B1 relies on.  

  



 

 

 

Figure B1: Likelihood of candidacy and likelihood of election at different national elections 

for middle 90% of candidate age distribution. 

 
NOTE: The figure shows the difference in probability between first-borns with a younger sister 

and first-borns with a younger brother of having run for national office (left side) or having won 

national office (right side). National elections 1990 to 2015.  The bars denote 95% confidence 

intervals.  

 

  



 

 

 

 

Table B4: Running or elected for parliament for middle 90% of the age distribution by 

gender and year  

 1990 1994 1998 2001 2005 2007 2011 2015 

 Women running 

Female younger 

sibling 

0.0011 -0.0022 -0.0035 -0.0088 -0.0086 -0.0105 -0.0082 -0.0058 

Standard error 0.0073 0.0060 0.0056 0.0049 0.0054 0.0056 0.0053 0.0052 

Baseline % 

(Male younger 

sibling) 

0.0245 0.0201 0.0208 0.0226 0.0273 0.0299 0.0281 0.0272 

N 187,830 210,233 241,045 299,922 319,659 318,193 339,884 365,306 

 Men running 

Female younger 

sibling 

-0.0018 0.0030 -0.0114 -0.0051 -0.0016 -0.0063 0.0009 0.0044 

Standard error 0.0091 0.0079 0.0080 0.0068 0.0072 0.0070 0.0070 0.0069 

Baseline % 

(Male younger 

sibling) 

0.0462 0.0363 0.0499 0.0416 0.0467 0.0460 0.0441 0.0438 

N 220,344 244,033 274,549 334,756 352,885 346,514 359,382 387,460 

 Women elected 

Female younger 

sibling 

0.0015 0.0023 -0.0005 -0.0017 -0.0029 -0.0035 -0.0020 -0.0008 

Standard error 0.0032 0.0030 0.0028 0.0024 0.0023 0.0025 0.0029 0.0024 

Baseline % 

(Male younger 

sibling) 

0.0041 0.0037 0.0048 0.0052 0.0055 0.0067 0.0080 0.0059 

N 187,830 210,233 241,045 299,922 319,659 318,193 339,884 365,306 

 Men elected 

Female younger 

sibling 

0.0011 0.0037 -0.0026 0.0004 0.0004 -0.0019 0.0004 -0.0017 

Standard error 0.0020 0.0028 0.0025 0.0028 0.0025 0.0028 0.0029 0.0029 

Baseline % 

(Male younger 

sibling) 

0.0017 0.0032 0.0056 0.0064 0.0055 0.0079 0.0076 0.0091 

N 220,344 244,033 274,549 334,756 352,885 346,514 359,382 387,460 

 

  



 

 

Appendix C: Additional results for local elections 

 

Model estimates: ever running for or elected to local government by gender 

In Table C1, we present the main results, which Figure 3 of the paper relies on. The estimates 

show the percentage points difference between having a female versus male younger sibling. We 

supplement the analysis from the main paper, by also looking at whether people ever win a seat. 

Accordingly, the outcomes are ever running for or winning a seat in local government for both 

firstborn women and men. In the analysis for local government, we include everyone who was 

eligible to run in any local government election. In the analyses for Parliament, we have a similar 

condition, but for those who could run in any Parliament election. These subsets are highly 

overlapping, but they are not identical subsets. Therefore, N varies slightly between the two 

subsets. 

 

Table C1: Ever running or elected for local government by gender 

  Running Elected 

  Women Men Women Men 

Female younger sibling  -0.0197 -0.0643 -0.0019 -0.0245 

Standard error  0.0229 0.0305 0.0108 0.0139 

Baseline % (Male younger sibling)  0.6372 1.2701 0.1409 0.2674 

N  477,974 525,589 477,974 525,589 

 

  



 

 

Model estimates: ever running for or elected to local government by gender and year  

In Table C2, we present the results, which Figure 4 of the paper relies on. The estimates show 

the percentage points difference between having a female versus male younger sibling. We 

supplement the analysis from the main paper, by also looking at whether people win a seat in a 

given year. Accordingly, the outcomes are running for or winning a seat in local government for 

both firstborn women and men in each election from 1990 to 2015. Because we only observe 

people born 1915 or later, the number of people that, we are studying increase over time faster 

than the general population increase. 

 

Table C2: Running or elected for local government by gender and year 

 1993 1997 2001 2005 2009 2013 

 Women running 

Female younger sibling 0.0032 0.0020 -0.0071 0.0038 -0.0091 0.0021 

Standard error 0.0185 0.0182 0.0185 0.0155 0.0137 0.0132 

Baseline % (Male younger 

sibling) 

0.2222 0.2484 0.2878 0.2196 0.1962 0.1927 

N 261,065 299,987 333,307 366,652 405,626 446,933 

 Men running 

Female younger sibling -0.0338 -0.0082 -0.0447 -0.0312 -0.0085 -0.0176 

Standard error 0.0255 0.0256 0.0257 0.0213 0.0183 0.0178 

Baseline % (Male younger 

sibling) 

0.5021 0.5569 0.6344 0.4721 0.3749 0.3886 

N 297,630 336,724 369,606 402,117 440,671 481,158 

 Women elected 

Female younger sibling -0.0040 0.0003 -0.0017 -0.0023 -0.0029 0.0030 

Standard error 0.0086 0.0089 0.0093 0.0072 0.0077 0.0073 

Baseline % (Male younger 

sibling) 

0.0502 0.0598 0.0725 0.0486 0.0621 0.0576 

N 261,065 299,987 333,307 366,652 405,626 446,933 

 Men elected 

Female younger sibling -0.0039 -0.0217 -0.0300 -0.0106 -0.0002 -0.0033 

Standard error 0.0117 0.0124 0.0134 0.0101 0.0096 0.0096 

Baseline % (Male younger 

sibling) 

0.1030 0.1399 0.1795 0.1073 0.1020 0.1116 

N 297,630 336,724 369,606 402,117 440,671 481,158 



 

 

Model estimates: times running for or elected to local government by gender and year  

In Table C3, we present an alternative specification to the outcome of interest. Instead of looking 

at whether people ever run for office in local government, we look at the share of times that they 

ran. We also look at the number of times they won a seat. The outcome variables follow a simple 

formula:  

𝑠ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑖 =
𝑛𝑖
𝑚𝑖

 

where ni is the number of times and individual, i, ran for office or was elected out of the times, 

mi, the individual was eligible to run. That is for someone who was in the electorate in all six 

election between 1993 and 2013 mi will be six; for someone who was only eligible in, say, 2009 

and 2013, mi will be 2. 

 

Table C3: Proportion of times running or elected for local government by gender 

  Running Elected 

  Women Men Women Men 

Female younger sibling  -0.0018 -0.0219 -0.0007 -0.0096 

Standard error  0.0074 0.0106 0.0039 0.0058 

Baseline % (Male younger 

sibling) 

 0.1724 0.3707 0.0438 0.0945 

N  477,974 525,589 477,974 525,589 

 

 

  



 

 

The effect of being firstborn among middle 90% of age distribution of candidates 

One concern we might have is that candidates do not look like the electorate in terms of age. 

Generally, recently enfranchised voters and old voters are less likely to run. That might bias the 

results by election year towards zero. To address, this concern Figure B1 displays a robustness 

specification to the results in Figure 4. Specifically, for each local government election we find 

an interval bracketed by the 5th and 95th percentile for the age distribution of candidates. We 

discard everyone who falls outside of the interval and run the models by election on this 

subsample. As in Figure 4, the estimates show the percentage points difference between having a 

female versus male younger sibling. The outcomes are running for or winning a seat in the local 

government for both firstborn women and men in each election from 1990 to 2015. The results 

are practically identical to the results when everyone was included, indicating that we should not 

be concerned by the fact that young and old voters are less likely to run. In Table C4, we present 

the estimates that Figure C1 relies on.  

 

  



 

 

Figure C1: Likelihood of candidacy and likelihood of election at different local government 

elections for middle 90% of candidate age distribution. 

 
NOTE: The figure shows the difference in probability between first-borns with a younger sister 

and first-borns with a younger brother of having run for local office (left side) or having won 

local office (right side). Municipal elections 1993 to 2013.  The bars denote 95% confidence 

intervals.  

.  

 

  



 

 

 

Table C4: Running or elected to local government for middle 90% of the age distribution 

by gender and year  

 1993 1997 2001 2005 2009 2013 

 Women running 

Female younger sibling 0.0093 0.0076 0.0024 0.0029 -0.0069 0.0025 

Standard error 0.0217 0.0204 0.0215 0.0179 0.0154 0.0150 

Baseline % (Male younger 

sibling) 

0.2445 0.2625 0.3156 0.2436 0.2072 0.2109 

N 212,065 254,743 273,433 304,474 341,857 376,626 

       

 Men running 

Female younger sibling -0.0327 -0.0080 -0.0303 -0.0283 -0.0077 -0.0221 

Standard error 0.0294 0.0285 0.0295 0.0241 0.0206 0.0199 

Baseline % (Male younger 

sibling) 

0.5504 0.5941 0.6866 0.5045 0.3998 0.4169 

N 246,283 289,200 306,832 337,018 372,944 407,197 

       

 Women elected 

Female younger sibling -0.0050 0.0026 0.0028 -0.0044 -0.0011 0.0003 

Standard error 0.0101 0.0101 0.0108 0.0084 0.0089 0.0085 

Baseline % (Male younger 

sibling) 

0.0562 0.0643 0.0784 0.0553 0.0681 0.0676 

N 212,065 254,743 273,433 304,474 341,857 376,626 

       

 Men elected 

Female younger sibling 0.0022 -0.0205 -0.0290 -0.0099 0.0003 -0.0021 

Standard error 0.0133 0.0138 0.0154 0.0115 0.0109 0.0108 

Baseline % (Male younger 

sibling) 

0.1077 0.1475 0.1972 0.1166 0.1114 0.1204 

N 246,283 289,200 306,832 337,018 372,944 407,197 

 

 

 

 

 


